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June  27,  2002 


The  Honorable  Ronald  Evans  Quidachay,  Presiding  Judge 
Superior  Court  of  California,  County  of  San  Francisco 

Dear  Judge  Quidachay: 

It  has  been  a  very  rewarding  year. 

We,  the  members  of  the  2001-2002  Civil  Grand  Jury  (CGJ),  have 
worked  hard  and  have  seen  many  positive  results  from  our  efforts. 
Our  first  four  Reports  were  received  well,  with  more  press  coverage 
than  we  had  been  led  to  expect  —  largely  due  to  the  contacts  made 
by  our  Media  Committee. 

The  hearings  before  the  board  of  Supervisors  brought  appreciative 
words  from  the  Supervisors,  the  Controller,  and  other  speakers.   It 
was  refreshing  to  see  the  interest  our  first  reports  provoked,  and  the 
generally  positive  nature  of  the  responses  thus  far  —  we  can  only 
hope  that  these  last  reports  will  be  similarly  received. 

We  have  a  sense  of  satisfaction  that  our  diverse  group  has  been 
able  to  reach  consensus  and  focus  on  some  very  difficult  problems. 
It  is  with  pride  that  we  submit  to  you  the  complete  volume  of  our 
Reports. 

Our  year's  investigation  of  San  Francisco  government  has  left  us 
with  these  general  impressions: 

1 .    City  officials  have  not  provided  the  leadership  required  to 
meet  the  City's  present  and  future  challenges.  By 
leadership  we  mean  the  articulation  of  a  clear  vision, 
coordination  of  governmental  agencies  in  a  plan  for  timely 
action,  and  coherent  communication  with  the  public.    As 
our  reports  on  Homelessness,  Hunters  Point,  San 
Francisco  General  Hospital  (SFGH),  and  Professional 
Services  Contracting  show,  action  is  too  often  delayed,  is 
reactive  rather  than  proactive  and  is  based  on  political 
motivation  rather  than  the  resolution  of  problems. 


2.   The  subject  of  contracting  practices  appeared  in  our  investigations  of 
homelessness,  of  the  jail  phone  system,  and  of  the  Department  of 
Elections,  as  well  as  in  the  Professional  Services  Contracting  reports. 
We  are  optimistic  that  steps  to  be  taken  by  the  City  Administrator  and 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  will  increase  the  emphasis  on  competitive 
solicitations  and  transparency  in  this  area. 

3    Our  visit  to  the  County  jails  as  well  as  our  investigation  of  the  Adult 
Probation  department  highlighted  the  economic  (as  well  as  social) 
benefit  of  reducing  —  through  rehabilitation  programs  in  the  jails  and 
enhanced  probation  programs  —  the  overall  current  recidivism  rate  of 
55%.  Additional  funding  of  the  jails  and  of  the  Adult  Probation 
Department's  rehabilitation  programs  would  help  achieve  this  reduction 
and  ultimately  significantly  reduce  the  costs  of  the  entire  criminal 
justice  system. 


Regarding  the  official  responses  so  far  received  to  the  recommendations 
in  our  April  and  May  reports  — 

•  The  Department  of  Health  has  agreed  with  our  recommendation  to 
rebuild  San  Francisco  General  Hospital  —  but  not  with  the  sense  of 
urgency  which  is  imperative  because  of  — 

■  the  state  law  requiring  that  SFGH  be  closed  in  2013  if  it  is  not 
made  seismically  safe.  This  is  further  complicated  by  the  generally 
accepted  10-year  building  timeline  from  the  time  funds  are  made 
available; 

■  the  interim  risk  of  SFGH  being  damaged  beyond  usefulness  in  the 
event  of  an  earthquake; 

■  the  increased  construction  cost  as  time  passes. 

•  The  City  Administrator  has  responded  positively  to  our  call  for  his 
leadership  on  Professional  Services  Contracting  which  is  spread 
across  some  50  City  agencies.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  is 
considering  legislation  to  define  grants  and  to  provide  some  guidance 
for  the  process  of  selecting  recipients. 

•  The  Planning  department  has  agreed  with  our  recommendations 
relative  to  management  of  billboard  information.   Board  of  Supervisors 
action  is  pending  on  our  recommendation  for  an  annual  permit  fee. 

Public  response  to  our  report  on  Homelessness  has  been  positive.  The  call  for  a 
charter  amendment  to  create  a  Commission  on  Homelessness  will  be  considered 
by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  future  hearings. 


The  reports  on  Adult  Probation  and  Hunters  Point  were  released  on  June  13, 
and  have  just  started  to  receive  attention.  We  believe  that  the  proposals  in  these 
reports  are  compelling  and  ultimately  will  be  received  favorably. 

Finally,  we  are  today  releasing  a  second  report  on  Professional  Service 
Contracting  (Contracts  Below  $50,000  and  Sole  Source  Contracts)  and  our 
Continuity  report  which  investigtes  responses  to  reports  from  the  past  several 
years. 

We  of  the  2001-2002  Civil  Grand  Jury  thank  you  for  your  support  and  guidance 
during  this  most  interesting  year.  Gary  Giubbini  is  to  be  commended  for  the 
tireless  and  skillful  support  which  has  been  central  to  our  efforts. 

Sincerely,  < — ^ 

William  G.  Bowen,  Foreperson 
San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury 
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March  21,  2002 


Dear  Judge  Quidachay: 

Enclosed  are  the  first  three  reports  from  the  2001-2002  San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury: 

♦  San  Francisco  General  Hospital  -  calling  for  the  City  to  accelerate  planning 
and  initiate  a  bond  measure  for  the  rebuilding  of  SFGH  before  state  law 
requires  its  closure  for  failure  to  comply  with  seismic  safety  standards. 

♦  Professional  Services  Contracting  --  dealing  with  the  need  for  leadership 
by  the  City  Administrator  and  several  recommendations  to  improve  efficiency 
and  effectiveness  in  the  highly  decentralized  expenditure  of  some  $300  to 
$400  million  annually  by  many  City  departments;  and 

♦  Billboards  -  dealing  with  opportunities  to  strengthen  enforcement  of  current 
regulations  for  existing  billboards; 

The  Civil  Grand  Jury  members  feel  good  about  our  experiences  thus  far,  with 
meaningful  results  made  possible  by  - 

♦  the  broad  experiences  of  the  members  in  government  and  private  enterprise; 

♦  broad  access  to  City  officials  and  documents  from  the  Mayor  and  Board  of 
Supervisors  through  the  many  departments;  and 

♦  the  "common  sense"  input  of  citizens. 

With  some  three  months  remaining  in  our  term,  we  look  forward  to  the  responses  to 
these  reports  and  will  continue  to  work  on  several  other  subjects  which  we  feel  would 
benefit  from  the  experience  of  our  members. 

Thank  you  for  your  continuing  support  and  that  of  the  Court  staff. 

Sincerely, 


/a~  #■■  £&&» 


Jane  A.  Hebler,  Foreperson  Pro  Tern 
San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury 


SAN  FRANCISCO  GENERAL 
HOSPITAL 


REPORT  RELEASED  APRIL  2,  2002 


GLOSSARY 

CGJ         —  Civil  Grand  Jury 

CHA        —  California  Health  Care  Association 

DPH        —  Department  of  Public  Health 

NPC        —  Non-structural  Performance  Categories 

OSHPD  —  Office  of  Statewide  Health  Planning  and  Development 

SB  —  (California)  State  Bill 

SFGH      —  San  Francisco  General  Hospital 

SPC        —  Structural  Performance  Categories 

UCSF     —  University  of  California  at  San  Francisco 


SAN  FRANCISCO  GENERAL  HOSPITAL 


OVERVIEW 

San  Francisco  General  Hospital  (SFGH)  is  the  only  Level  1  Trauma  Center  for  all  San 
Franciscans,  is  the  Bay  Area's  regional  trauma  center,  and  is  the  primary  acute  care 
hospital  for  the  uninsured,  underinsured,  and  indigent  citizens  of  San  Francisco. 

SFGH  does  not  meet  California  seismic  codes;  failure  to  comply  with  these  codes  will 
result  in  the  closure  of  SFGH  by  2008.  This  must  not  be  allowed  to  happen;  SFGH 
should  be  rebuilt. 

SFGH  and  the  University  of  California  at  San  Francisco  (UCSF)  have  a  symbiotic 
relationship,  i.e.,  in  return  for  research  space  and  opportunities,  UCSF  physicians  staff 
the  hospital.  This  relationship  with  UCSF  is  essential  if  SFGH  is  to  continue  to  provide 
the  best  possible  health  care  to  all  San  Franciscans.    The  relationship  must  be 
maintained  as  each  entity  pursues  its  respective  plan  for  the  future  of  its  acute  care 
facility. 

To  save  SFGH,  the  Mayor,  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  citizens  must  act  quickly  to  obtain 
the  funding  necessary  to  build  a  new  hospital.  They  must  encourage  SFGH  and  UCSF 
to  continue  to  work  together  to  maintain  their  relationship,  and  to  finalize  swiftly  their 
respective  plans  so  that  a  site  for  SFGH  can  be  determined.  These  actions  will  ensure 
that  the  region's  only  Level  1  Trauma  Center  stays  open  and  that  the  citizens  of  San 
Francisco  are  assured  of  retaining  this  important  acute  care  hospital. 


BACKGROUND 

SFGH  is  the  only  Level  1  Trauma  Center  (See  Attachment  1 )  in  San  Francisco  and  one 
of  only  two  in  the  Bay  Area.    SFGH  also  serves  as  a  regional  referral  center  for  patients 
in  need  of  Level  1  services.  SFGH's  mission  statement  calls  for  "the  provision  of  quality 
services  that  treat  illness,  promote  and  sustain  wellness  and  the  prevention  of  the 
spread  of  disease,  injury  and  disability."    SFGH  serves  a  large  percentage  of  the 
uninsured  population.  As  of  December  2000,  the  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH) 
estimated  that  135,000  San  Franciscans  were  uninsured.  DPH  stated  that  "the  majority 
of  residents  without  health  insurance  are  employed  (full  or  part-time)  or  are  members  of 
families  with  working  adults."  [Annual  Overview  of  Health  in  San  Francisco,  DPH  2001] 

Section  17000  of  the  California  Welfare  and  Institutions  Code  requires  San  Francisco  to 
provide  health  care  services  to  indigent  and  poor  persons.  SFGH  is  the  primary 
provider  of  health  care  services  to  the  City's  indigent  population. 

SFGH  has  a  23-acre  campus,  consisting  of  13  buildings,  the  oldest  of  which  was  built  in 
1915.  The  main  acute  care  hospital  is  comprised  of  two  structures  built  in  1974. 


California  Senate  Bill  (SB)1953,  passed  in  1994  as  an  amendment  to  the  Alfred  E. 
Alquist  Seismic  Safety  Act  of  1983  (See  Attachment  1),  requires  existing  hospitals  to 
meet  progressively  higher  levels  of  seismic  safety  beginning  in  January  2002.  The 
Structural  Performance  Categories  (SPC)  levels  of  seismic  safety  under  this  act  range 
from  SPC-1 ,  the  lowest  possible  structural  performance  category  (wherein  buildings 
pose  a  significant  risk  of  collapse  and  a  danger  to  the  public  after  a  strong  earthquake), 
to  SPC-5,  the  highest  category  (wherein  buildings  are  in  compliance  with  the  structural 
provisions  of  the  Alquist  Act  and  are  reasonably  capable  of  providing  services  to  the 
public  following  strong  ground  motion).  Buildings  rated  SPC-2  do  not  significantly 
jeopardize  life,  but  may  not  be  repairable  or  functional  following  strong  ground  motion. 
The  Non-structural  Performance  Categories  (NPC)  levels  of  seismic  safety  -  which 
regulate  a  building's  non-structural  systems,  including  communications,  emergency 
power  supplies,  bulk  medical  gas,  fire  alarms,  and  emergency  lighting  -  range  from 
NPC-1  (basic  systems  essential  to  life  safety  and  patient  care  are  inadequately 
anchored  to  resist  earthquake  forces)  to  NPC-5  (wherein  the  buildings  meet  all  criteria). 
In  buildings  rated  NPC-2,  essential  systems  vital  to  the  safe  evacuation  of  the  building 
are  adequately  braced.  The  required  time  frames  under  the  Alquist  Act  are  - 

•  1/1/02-  hospitals  must  meet  a  minimum  of  NPC-2  or  no  longer  provide 
acute  care  services 

•  1/1/08  --  hospitals  must  meet  a  minimum  of  SPC-2  and  NPC-3  or  no 
longer  provide  acute  care  services* 

•  1/1/30  -  hospitals  must  meet  SPC-4  and  NPC-5  or  no  longer  provide 
acute  care  services. 

*An  extension  to  2013  may  be  granted  if  a  hospital  can  demonstrate  that  the  area 
it  serves  would  suffer  a  diminished  health  care  capacity  (such  an  extension  may 
be  approved  at  any  time  prior  to  1/1/08  [See  Attachment  1]).  In  its  compliance 
plan  submitted  to  the  State,  SFGH  indicated  that  it  plans  to  apply  for  such  an 
extension. 

It  takes  10  years  to  build  a  new  hospital  in  California  (San  Francisco  Business  Times, 
2/15/02) 

SFGH  is  rated  SPC-1  and  NPC-  2  as  of  01/01/02.  All  other  San  Francisco  hospitals, 
except  Chinese  Hospital  and  Kaiser  Hospital,  are  also  rated  SPC-1 .  Sources  at  DPH, 
the  Office  of  Statewide  Health  Planning  and  Development  (OSHPD)  and  the  California 
Health  care  Association  (CHA)  state  that  non-compliance  with  SB1953  will  most  likely 
result  in  the  closure  of  one,  two,  or  three  acute  care  hospitals  in  San  Francisco  between 
now  and  2013,  with  a  concomitant  loss  of  beds. 

SFGH  is  staffed  with  physicians  from  UCSF.  In  return,  SFGH  provides  research 
opportunities  and  facilities  to  UCSF  physicians/researchers  at  the  SFGH  campus. 

The  "red  brick  buildings"  on  the  SFGH  campus  --  where  most  research  is  conducted  -- 
are  not  seismically  safe.  Officials  at  UCSF  and  SFGH  stated  that  the  University  of 
California  Regents  have  decreed  that,  by  2008,  UC  researchers  may  conduct  their 
research  only  in  seismically  safe  facilities. 


The  Master  Plan  Concepts  for  SFGH  to  Meet  Seismic  Safety  Mandates  (September 
28,  2001)  estimates  that  the  cost  to  build  a  new,  conforming  building  by  2013  is  $550 
million  and  the  cost  for  retrofitting  $1.05  billion. 


INVESTIGATIVE  PROCESS 

The  San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury  (CGJ)  interviewed  staff  from  -- 
San  Francisco  Health  Commission 
Department  of  Public  Health 
San  Francisco  General  Hospital 
Emergency  Medical  Services 
Community  Health  Network 
University  of  California  at  San  Francisco 
San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
San  Francisco  Medical  Society 
Service  Employees  International  Union,  Local  790 
California  Department  of  Statewide  Health  Planning  and  Development 
California  Health  care  Association 
Bay  Area  private  engineering  and  architectural  firms 

CGJ  reviewed  the  following  documents  - 

The  Alfred  E.  Alquist  Hospital  Facilities  Seismic  Safety  Act  of  1983 

Senate  Bill  (SB)1953  (passed  by  the  State  legislature  in  September  1994) 

California  Welfare  and  Institutions  Code  (pertinent  sections) 

OSHPD  Summary  of  Seismic  Performance  Ratings,  4/00 

American  Institute  of  Architects  California  Council's  Guidelines  for  SB  1953 

SFGH  Rebuild  Planning  Committee's  Information  Manual 

SFGH  SB  1953  Seismic  Evaluation  Report  OSHPD  Submittal,  12/15/00 

Annual  Overview  of  Health  in  San  Francisco,  DPH  2000 

The  Master  Plan  Concepts  for  SFGH  to  Meet  Seismic  Safety  Mandates,  9/01 

Leading  the  Way  to  a  Healthier  Community,  SFDPH's  Strategic  Plan,  12/00 

CHA  Special  Report,  10/00  &  4/01 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Trauma  Care  System  Plan  2001 

Rand  Report:  Estimating  the  Compliance  Costs  of  California  SB  1953,  8/01 

CHA  Report  "Hospital  Seismic  Compliance  -  A  Framework  for  Responsible 

Action  to  Earthquake  Readiness,  11/99 

News  articles  in  numerous  local  and  national  newspapers 


FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

FINDING  1 

Three  buildings  within  the  SFGH  complex  are  rated  SPC-1:  the  main  acute  care 
hospital,  the  out-patient/clinical  laboratory,  and  the  central  power  plant.  Those  buildings 
must  (1)  be  rebuilt,  (2)  be  retrofitted,  or  (3)  cease  to  provide  or  be  involved  in  the  direct 
provision  of  hospital  services  after  2008  (or  2013  if  an  extension  is  granted).  Should 
SFGH  cease  to  provide  hospital  services  to  its  citizens,  State  law  requires  San 
Francisco  to  contract  out  for  those  services  with  other  licensed  and  compliant,  acute 
care  facilities. 

CGJ  interviewed  - 

staff  from  San  Francisco  General  Hospital 

staff  from  the  University  of  California  at  San  Francisco 

staff  from  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health 

staff  from  the  Community  Health  Network 

staff  from  the  San  Francisco  Health  Commission 

members  of  the  San  Francisco  Medical  Society 

members  of  the  California  Health  Care  Association 

members  of  the  San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 

members  of  Bay  Area  architectural  and  engineering  firms 

members  of  SEIU  local  790  (health  care  workers) 

representatives  of  the  Office  of  Statewide  Health  Planning  and  Development 

Without  exception,  all  persons  interviewed  indicated  unequivocally  that  SFGH 
should  be  rebuilt. 


RECOMMENDATION  1 

REBUILD  SAN  FRANCISCO  GENERAL  HOSPITAL.  The  existence  of  SFGH  to 
ensure  the  delivery  of  the  best  possible  health  care  --  such  as  acute  care  services, 
trauma  care,  and  wellness  -  is  essential  to  the  overall  quality  of  life  in  San  Francisco. 
Rebuilding  SFGH's  acute  hospital  facilities,  rather  than  the  other  available  options,  not 
only  serves  to  maintain  the  highest  level  of  health  care  for  San  Francisco  citizens,  but 
also,  is  the  most  cost-effective  solution  to  providing  those  required  services.  CGJ  takes 
no  position  regarding  where  or  how  SFGH  should  be  rebuilt. 


Required  Responses  - 

Board  of  Supervisors  -  90  days 
Health  Commission  -  60  days 
Office  of  the  Mayor  --  60  days 


FINDING  2a 

Although  a  master  planning  process,  as  it  relates  to  the  seismic-safety  mandate,  was 
started  for  the  SFGH  campus,  San  Francisco  does  not  have  a  current  master  plan  for 
SFGH  that  takes  the  impact  of  SB1953  into  consideration  or  that  maps  out  all 
contingencies  and  alternatives.  The  most  recent  Master  Plan  is  dated  1987. 

FINDING  2b 

Due  to  the  anticipated  closure  of  one  or  more  privately  owned  hospitals  in  San 
Francisco,  as  well  as  new  State  regulations  for  nurse-staffing  ratios,  it  is  almost  a 
certainty  that  San  Francisco  will  face  the  loss  of  a  substantial  number  of  hospital  beds  in 
the  near  future.  This  will  increase  the  already  high  incidence  of  emergency-room 
diversions,  as  well  as  seriously  exacerbate  the  existing  bed  shortage  in  San  Francisco. 
Additionally,  ongoing  international  incidents  and  the  threat  of  bio-terrorism  have 
heightened  awareness  of  the  need  for  an  appropriate  infrastructure  to  improve 
emergency  preparedness. 

Representatives  of  CHA,  OSHPD,  and  Bay  Area  architectural  and  engineering  firms,  as 
well  as  the  San  Francisco  Business  Times  (Febmary  15,  2002),  have  stated  that  it  takes 
a  minimum  of  10  years  to  design,  approve,  fund,  and  construct  a  new  hospital. 

The  CGJ  could  find  no  evidence  that  San  Francisco  has  adequately  planned  a  bond 
issue  to  implement  the  financing  required  for  SFGH  to  comply  with  SB1953.   Interviews 
and  discussions  with  representatives  of  DPH  and  with  others  indicate  that  "political 
considerations"  are  significantly  impacting  the  decision  of  when  to  introduce  a  bond 
measure  for  funding  the  construction  of  a  new  hospital.  DPH  staff  is  sanguine  about 
obtaining  voter  approval  of  a  bond  measure  for  the  SFGH  rebuilding  project;  they 
have  indicated  that  they  cannot  envision  possible  voter  rejection  of  what  may  be 
the  largest  bond  measure  yet  presented  to  citizens  of  San  Francisco. 

RECOMMENDATION  2a 

In  order  to  take  appropriate  actions  to  implement  the  State's  seismic  safety  mandates, 
San  Francisco  should  complete  a  master  plan  for  SFGH. 


Required  Response - 

Health  Commission  --  60  days 


RECOMMENDATION  2b 

QUICKLY  DEVELOP  A  SHARED  VISION  AND  INTRODUCE  A  BOND  MEASURE  that 
will  have  the  greatest  chance  of  voter  approval.  All  involved  parties  -  the  Mayor,  Board 
of  Supervisors,  Health  Commission,  Director  of  Public  Health  -  must  develop  a  shared 
vision  for  San  Francisco's  health  care  needs,  including  the  location  and  configuration  of 
services  and  the  role  SFGH  will  play  in  meeting  those  needs.  This  must  be  concluded 
expeditiously  so  that  the  financial  impact  and  the  appropriate  form  and  amount  of 
financing  for  rebuilding  SFGH  may  be  determined.  If  a  bond  is  required,  the  type  should 
be  determined.  If  voter  approval  is  required,  the  measure  should  be  placed  on  the 


ballot  at  the  earliest  possible  time  --  this  will  permit  necessary  adjustments  and  re- 
introduction  should  voters  fail  to  approve  it.  Creative  alternative  financing,  including  a 
revenue  bond,  should  be  considered.  CGJ  strongly  encourages  all  appointed  and 
elected  officials  to  put  politics  aside  to  ensure  that  adequate  time  and  money  are 
available  for  completion  of  the  construction  prior  to  the  legislated  deadline  (which,  with 
an  approved  extension,  is  2013,  at  the  latest).  CGJ  is  concerned  about  the  implied 
assumption  of  San  Francisco  officials  that  all  extensions  will  be  approved.  This 
could  place  in  peril  the  continued  existence  of  SFGH. 


Required  Responses  - 

Board  of  Supervisors  --  90  days 
Health  Commission  -  60  days 
Office  of  the  Mayor  --  60  days 


FINDING  3 

Both  SFGH  and  UCSF  Hospital  must  comply  with  SB  1953.  Because  of  the  renown  of 
UCSF,  SFGH  is  able  to  attract  internationally  recognized  physicians  and  researchers  to 
staff  its  hospital,  thereby  providing  the  highest  quality  health  care  to  the  citizens  of  San 
Francisco. 

It  is  the  consensus  of  all  persons  interviewed  at  UCSF,  SFGH,  DPH,  the  San  Francisco 
Medical  Society,  the  San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce,  members  of  SEIU  local 
790,  and  members  of  the  CHA,  that,  regardless  of  the  method  of  compliance  with  SB 
1953,  the  relationship  between  SFGH  and  UCSF  must  be  maintained. 


RECOMMENDATION  3 

MAINTAIN  THE  MUTUALLY  BENEFICIAL  SFGH-UCSF  AFFILIATION.  As  SFGH 
goes  forward  with  its  plans  to  rebuild,  it  must  consider  seriously  the  requirements  and 
needs  of  UCSF  as  they  relate  to  research,  facilities,  access  to  patients,  and  compliance 
with  UC  regents'  policy. 


Required  Response  - 

Health  Commission  -  60  days 


FINDING  4 

To  rebuild  SFGH,  funding  must  be  approved  by  the  citizens  of  San  Francisco.  Many 
citizens  may  not  be  aware  of  the  extent  to  which  SFGH  serves  the  general  population. 
While  the  hospital  does  provide  services  to  the  indigent  and  uninsured  populations,  it 
also  serves  the  rest  of  the  City  and  the  Bay  Area  through  its  trauma  center.  It  is,  in  fact, 
every  citizen's  hospital. 


RECOMMENDATION  4 

EDUCA TE  THE  PUBLIC  ON  THE  ROLE  OF  SFGH  IN  THE  COMMUNITY.  Mount  a 
public  service  campaign  to  inform  the  citizens  of  San  Francisco  of  the  significance  of 
SFGH  and  its  Level  1  Trauma  Center  in  our  midst. 


Required  Responses  - 

Board  of  Supervisors  --  90  days 
Health  Commission  -  60  days 
Office  of  the  Mayor  --  60  days 


Summary  of  Required  Responses  - 

Board  of  Supervisors  -  Recommendations  1 ,2b,  and  4 
Health  Commission  -  Recommendations  1,  2a,  2b,  3,  and  4 
Office  of  the  Mayor-  Recommendations  1,  2b,  and  4 


ATTACHMENT  1  --TERMINOLOGY 


An  ACUTE  CARE  HOSPITAL  is  defined  as  one  which  renders  medical  treatment  to 
individuals  whose  illnesses  or  health  problems  are  of  a  short  term  or  episodic  nature. 

LEVEL  1  TRAUMA  CENTER  is  defined  as  an  institution  that  "must  provide  24  hours  a 
day/7  days  a  week  trauma,  surgical  and  emergency  services."  It  is  the  highest 
designation  available  for  trauma  centers  and  signifies  an  institution  that:  cares  for  a 
high  volume  of  seriously  injured  patients  (at  least  1 ,000  per  year),  provides  in-house 
surgical  staff  and  all  necessary  specialists  who  are  immediately  available,  provides 
training  and  education  for  health  professionals  in  trauma  care  and  maintains  a  program 
for  trauma  research. 

DIMINISHED  HEALTH  CAPACITY  as  defined  in  the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code 
section  130060(a):  "After  January  1,  2008,  any  general  acute  care  hospital  building  that 
is  determined  to  be  at  potential  risk  of  collapse  or  pose  significant  loss  of  life  shall  only 
be  used  for  non-acute  care  hospital  purposes.  A  delay  in  this  deadline  may  be  granted 
by  the  office  upon  a  demonstration  by  the  owner  that  compliance  will  result  in  a  loss  of 
health  care  capacity  that  may  not  be  provided  by  other  general  acute  care  hospitals 
within  a  reasonable  proximity."  Implementing  regulations  for  OSHPD  (Part  1,  Title  24) 
state: 
1.5  Delay  in  Compliance 

1 .  After  January  1 ,  2008,  any  general  acute  care  hospital  which  continues 
acute  care  operation  must  be  at  a  minimum  of  an  SPC  2  facility  as  defined  in 
Article  2,  Table  2.5.3  or  shall  no  longer  provide  acute  care  services. 

2.  The  Office  may  grant  the  hospital  owner  a  delay  to  Section  1.5.1  if 
compliance  will  result  in  diminished  health  capacity  which  cannot  be 
provided  by  other  general  acute  care  hospitals  within  a  reasonable  proximity. 

2.1  Hospital  owners  seeking  a  delay  must  submit  a  written  request  to 
the  Office  including  a  statement  with  supporting  documentation 
regarding  the  reason  for  noncompliance  with  subdivision  1 .5.1 
and  a  schedule  indicating  when  compliance  will  be  obtained.  A 
delay  request  and  compliance  schedule  may  be  submitted 
simultaneously  with  the  hospital's  evaluation  and  compliance  plan 
pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  this  article.  If  a  delay  request  is 
submitted  after  the  seismic  evaluation  report,  compliance  plan 
and  schedule,  the  request  must  include  an  amended  compliance 
schedule  and  must  be  submitted  to  the  Office  no  later  than 

January  1,2007. 

2.2  The  time  extension  for  compliance  shall  be  granted  in  one  year 

increments,  up  to  a  maximum  of  five  (5)  years,  beyond  the 
mandated  year  of  compliance.  The  facility  requesting  the 
extension  shall  provide  evidence  of  efforts  to  implement  an 
approved  Compliance  Plan  which  may  include  design/construction 
contracts  and  schedules  which  demonstrate  efforts  to  implement 
the  compliance  measures  within  the  requested  period  of  extension. 


SB  1953  OVERVIEW  -  Passed  in  1994,  SB  1953  is  an  amendment  to  the  Alfred  E. 
Alquist  Seismic  Safety  Act  of  1983  (See  Attachment  1 ).  It  was  enacted  in  the  wake  of 
the  1994  Northridge  earthquake  which  caused  significant  damage  to  health  care 
facilities  in  California.  SB1953,  and  implementing  regulations  promulgated  by  OSHPD, 
prescribe  new  architectural  and  engineering  standards  for  acute  care  hospitals.  "With 
the  intent  of  ensuring  that  all  general  acute  care  hospitals  in  California  will  be 
reasonably  capable  of  providing  services  to  the  public  after  a  seismic  event,  SB1953 
requires  that  by  January  1,  2030,  all  licensed  general  acute  care  hospitals  in  the  State 
of  California  must  be  compliant  with  the  Hospital  Facilities  Seismic  Safety  Act. 

"SB1953  mandates  specific  seismic  evaluation  procedures  which  all  licensed  general 
acute  care  hospital  facilities  must  use  to  determine  their  respective  structural  and 
nonstructural  performance  categories.  Upon  completion  of  the  structural  and  non- 
structural evaluations,  and  after  determination  of  the  appropriate  performance 
categories,  all  general  acute  care  hospitals  must  then  formulate  a  compliance  plan  that 
shall  indicate  the  hospital's  intent  to  do  any  of  the  following  with  their  non-complying 
facilities: 

•  Retrofit  for  compliance  with  SB  1953  for  continued  acute  care  operation  beyond 
the  year  2030; 

•  Partial  retrofit  for  initial  compliance,  with  closure  or  replacement  planned  by  the 
years  2002,  2008  and/or  2030; 

•  Remove  from  licensed  acute  care  service  with  conversion  to  non-acute  care 
health  facility  use; 

•  No  action  -  Building  to  be  closed,  demolished  or  replaced."  [AIA  California 
Council  Guidelines  to  SB  1953] 

Seismic  evaluation,  determining  the  structural  performance  category  (SPC)  and 
submitting  compliance  plans  to  OSHPD  were  among  the  first  steps  in  the  process.  The 
SPC  system  rates  the  risk  of  the  building  structural  frame  and  ranges  from  SPC-1 
through  SPC-5.  SPC-1  is  the  highest  risk  rating.  All  building  systems  must  be 
evaluated  as  well  (the  NPC  or  "non-structural  performance  category",  again  ranging 
from  NPC-1  through  NPC-5,  with  NPC-1  being  the  highest  risk  rating). 


PROFEESSIONAL  SERVICES 
CONTRACTING 


REPORT  RELEASED  APRIL  2,  2002 


GLOSSARY 

CGJ  —  Civil  Grand  Jury 

CSC  —  Civil  Service  Commission 

DAS  —  Department  of  Administrative  Services 

DHR  —  Department  of  Human  Services 

HRC  —  Human  Rights  Commission 

OCA  —  Office  of  Contract  Administration  in  DAS 

PUR  —  Purchasing  Division  of  DAS 

RFP  —  Request  for  Proposals 


PROFESSIONAL  SERVICES  CONTRACTING 


OVERVIEW 

In  San  Francisco  there  are  in  excess  of  $1  billion  in  city  contracts  for  "Professional 
Services"  with  an  average  duration  of  2-4  years.  Although  the  Department  of 
Administrative  Services  (DAS)  is  responsible  for  the  oversight  of  all  purchasing 
conducted  by  San  Francisco,  the  purchasing  itself  is  done  on  a  highly  decentralized 
basis  by  various  city  departments.  Additionally,  the  Human  Rights  Commission  (HRC)  is 
involved  extensively  in  the  process  because  of  its  jurisdiction  over  matters  pertaining  to 
non-discrimination.  DAS  does  not  provide  the  leadership  required  and,  as  a  result,  there 
is  inadequate  emphasis  on  obtaining  the  best  value  for  the  people  of  San  Francisco. 
Enhanced  leadership  coupled  with  improved  processes  would  result  in  substantial 
savings  for  the  City. 


BACKGROUND 

Contracting  in  San  Francisco  is  managed  by  different  departments,  depending  on  the 
type  of  contract  involved: 

•  The  Purchasing  Division  (Pur)  --  within  the  Office  of  Contract 
Administration  (OCA)  --  for  "commodities  and  general  services"  (about 
1/3) 

•  Six  City  departments  for  "public  works  and  construction"  (about  1/3) 

•  Individual  City  departments  for  "professional  services"  (about  1/3) 

Broad  procedural  direction  for  contracting  is  provided  in  the  1996  Charter  and  in  the 
Administrative  Code  (Chapter  6  for  construction,  Chapter  21  for  commodities/services, 
and  Chapter  12  for  minority-,  women-,  locally-owned  business  utilization).    In  addition, 
Pur,  HRC,  and  most  departments  have  detailed  procedure  manuals  dealing  with 
purchasing.    Pertinent  Charter  and  Administrative  Code  provisions  are  included  in 
Attachment  1 . 

The  2001-2002  Civil  Grand  Jury  (CGJ)  chose  to  focus  its  investigation  on  the 
Professional  Services  aspects  of  purchasing.  This  selection  was  driven  by  a  number  of 
issues,  including  - 

•  the  broadly  distributed  nature  of  the  expenditure  decisions 

•  the  wide  range  of  procedures  followed  in  the  purchase  of  professional 
services 

•  widespread  dissatisfaction  with  the  inefficiency  of  non-profit  contracting  (a 
subset  of  professional  services  contracting)  by  both  the  potential 
contractors  and  government  officials 

•  periodic  allegations  of  malfeasance  in  the  hiring  of  consultants  and  other 
service  providers 


•     a  lack  of  distinction  between  professional  services  contracts  and  grants  - 
the  latter  having  no  legal  requirements  in  the  Charter  or  the  Administrative 
Code 

The  flow  chart  in  Attachment  2  depicts  the  process  and  timeline  for  professional  service 
contracting.  Notable  are  the  following  - 

•  the  roles  of  the  department  conducting  the  purchasing,  HRC,  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  (CSC),  the  City  Attorney,  and  Pur 

•  the  projected  timeline  of  62  weeks  for  a  new  service  and  a  minimum  of 
18  weeks  to  re-bid  for  a  current  service. 

Commonly  accepted  principles  of  purchasing  require  consideration  of  - 

1 .  the  social  impact  of  sourcing  decisions 

2.  the  quality  of  goods  or  services  provided 

3.  the  costs  of  those  goods  or  services 


1.  Relative  to  the  social  impact,  the  active  participation  of  HRC,  in  implementing 
Chapter  12  provisions,  results  in  broad  consideration  of  contracting  opportunities  for 
minority-,  women-,  and  locally-owned  businesses,  including  -- 

•  application  of  financial  preferences 

•  solicitation  and  certification  of  potential  bidders 

•  direct  HRC  participation  in  key  contract  steps. 

Also,  as  part  of  the  social  impact,  consideration  is  given  to  environmental  concerns, 
supplier  wages  and  benefits,  and  potential  supplier  relations  with  companies  in  Northern 
Ireland  and  Burma. 

2.  Relative  to  quality  considerations,  Professional  Service  contracting  is  managed  by 
the  department  which  budgets  for  and  uses  the  service.  The  departments  - 

•  define  and  fund  the  service 

•  control  the  selection  criteria 

•  manage  the  evaluation  panel 

•  negotiate  with  the  supplier 

•  ensure  supplier  performance. 

The  primary  method  used  is  a  Request  for  Proposals  (RFP)  which  asks  potential 
suppliers  to  define  their  recommended  approach  to  the  project  within  a  stated  budget 
amount.  This  methodology  allows  the  contracting  department  the  opportunity  to  ensure 
selection  of  high  quality  suppliers. 

3.  Relative  to  the  cost  considerations,  the  premise  is  that  the  using  department  is 
motivated  to  minimize  costs  and  has  the  skills  to  structure  and  negotiate  effective 
contracts.  The  variety  of  procedures  followed  indicates  that  this  is  not  always  the  case. 

Section  3.104  of  the  City  Charter  designates  the  City  Administrator  and  DAS  as  the 
responsible  authorities  for  policies  and  procedures  relative  to  procurement.  This 
authority  is  delegated  to  Pur,  which  is  now  part  of  OCA  within  DAS. 


INVESTIGATIVE  PROCESS 

CGJ  reviewed  all  of  the  appropriate  Charter  and  Administrative  Code  sections  as  well 
as  departmental  policies  and  procedures.  In  addition,  we  -- 

•  participated  in  a  City  training  session  on  Professional  Services  Contracting 

•  reviewed  extensive  purchasing  history  data  and  contract  files 

•  attended  a  conference  of  service  providers 

•  conducted  interviews  with  representatives  from  - 
o    the  Department  of  Administrative  Services 

o  the  Office  of  Contract  Administration 

o  the  Controller's  Office 

o  the  Human  Rights  Commission 

o  the  City  Attorney's  Office 

o  the  Department  of  Public  Works 

o  the  Department  of  Human  Services 

o  the  Department  of  Public  Health 

o  the  Department  of  Human  Resources 

FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Finding  1   DAS  does  not  provide  the  leadership  required,  and,  as  a  result,  there  is 
inadequate  emphasis  on  obtaining  the  best  value  possible.    Pur  plays  a  very  minor  role 
in  establishing  policies  and  procedures  and  overseeing  professional  service  contracting. 
Instead,  HRC  has  assumed  the  primary  and  most  visible  role  in  the  purchasing  process. 
The  most  significant  impact  of  this  is  that  HRC  issued  the  following  instructions  -- 

•  price  is  not  to  be  considered  in  selecting  suppliers  (but  is  to  be 
considered  for  later  negotiation) 

•  expert  panel  members  are  not  to  discuss  their  perspectives  on  potential 
suppliers  or  bid  proposals 

•  project  managers  are  not  to  participate  in  selection  panels. 

These  directions  are  included  in  City  training  programs  organized  by  the  Department  of 
Human  Resources  (DHR),  HRC  procedures  manual,  and  oral  and  written  instructions  to 
the  departments  from  HRC.  HRC  has  continued  to  promulgate  these  positions  even 
after  the  Administrative  Code  was  amended  in  2000  to  specifically  indicate  that  these 
types  of  decisions  were  to  be  made  within  the  using  department  with  the  participation  of 
Pur  and  the  City  Attorney. 

Recommendation  1    Consistent  with  the  Charter  and  the  Administrative  Code,  Pur 
and  HRC  should  review  purchasing  instructions  and  provide  direction  that  places 
balanced  emphasis  on  price  competition  and  the  desire  to  prevent  discriminatory 
practices.  In  addition,  Pur  and  DHR  should  expand  training  programs  (which  currently 
focus  on  administrative  mechanics)  to  ensure  that  all  City  personnel  performing  a 
purchasing  function  are  well  versed  in  the  following  - 


requirements  for  competitive  bids 

management  of  sole-source  contracts 

negotiating  skills 

determination  of  reasonable  costs 

the  pros  and  cons  of  various  techniques,  such  as  "time  and  materials" 

pricing  versus  "fixed  price"  bids 

guidelines  for  maximum  contract  duration,  renegotiation,  and  supplier 

transitions 

the  development  of  specifications  to  include  key  performance 

measures  and  penalty/incentive  clauses 

the  periodic  rotation  of  purchasing  personnel 

evaluation  of  personnel  who  have  purchasing  responsibilities 


Required  Responses  - 

City  Administrator  -  60  days 

Human  Rights  Commission  --  60  days 


Finding  2  In  November  2000,  OCA  was  created  within  DAS  to  bring  together  - 

•  purchasing 

•  contractor  wage  and  health  benefits  enforcement 

•  supplies  management 

•  central  shops 

•  city  printing  and  mail  service 

The  role  of  this  group  has  not  been  explained  clearly  to  the  many  city  departments 
involved  in  contracting. 

Recommendation  2    The  City  Administrator  should  issue  a  notice  to  all  departments 
explaining  the  organization  and  purpose  of  OCA,  particularly  as  it  relates  to  Charter  and 
Code  provisions  that  place  purchasing  leadership  within  the  office  of  the  City 
Administrator. 

Required  Response  - 

City  Administrator  --  60  days 


Finding  3    The  current  process  flow  has  Pur  receiving  the  proposed  contract  after  all 
parties  --  including  the  supplier  -  have  signed  off.    This  effectively  eliminates  any 
chance  for  Pur  input  relative  to  contract  structure  and  content  or  supplier  history. 

Recommendation  3  Pur  should  receive  a  draft  of  all  professional  services  contracts 
before  they  are  sent  to  the  supplier  for  signature.  Earlier  input  should  be  sought  from 
Pur  on  larger  or  unusual  contracts. 


Required  Response  - 

City  Administrator  -  60  days 


Finding  4    There  are  significant  gaps  in  current  legislation  affecting  "Professional 
Service"  contracting.  The  Administrative  Code  provisions  for  "Acquisition  of 
Commodities  and  Services"  specifically  exclude  "agreements  making  a  grant  of  city 
funds  to  private  entities  for  the  purpose  of  providing  a  benefit  to  the  public."  Since  there 
is  no  city  legislation  covering  grants,  there  is  no  requirement  for  competitive  bids  for 
many  of  the  nonprofit  agencies  (or  technically,  even  for  profit  companies)  providing 
social  services  to  San  Francisco  residents.  This  gap  contributes  to  widely  different 
approaches  to  contracts  affecting  social  services. 

Recommendation  4    The  Board  of  Supervisors  should  enact  legislation  governing 
grants  of  city  funds  to  private  entities  for  the  purpose  of  providing  a  benefit  to  the  public. 
These  provisions  should  be  similar  to  the  requirements  in  Chapter  21  of  the 
Administrative  Code  for  professional  services  contracts,  while  recognizing  that  different 
requirements  may  be  attached  to  grants  originating  at  the  federal  or  state  level. 


Required  Response  - 

Board  of  Supervisors  -  90  days 


Finding  5    The  Controller's  audit  group  rotates  its  performance  audit  activity  among  the 
city  departments  and  has  not  done  a  comprehensive  audit  of  the  purchasing  function  in 
many  years.  There  is  a  "post  audit"  group  that  ensures  accounting  activities,  such  as 
matching  invoices  with  purchase  orders  are  properly  accomplished. 

Recommendation  5  Given  the  magnitude  of  the  dollars  involved  and  the  diverse 
nature  of  professional  service  contracting,  this  area  of  purchasing  should  receive  a 
comprehensive  management  audit  at  least  every  three  years. 


Required  Response  - 

Board  of  Supervisors  -  90  days 


Finding  6    While  the  city  utilizes  a  web  site  and  standardized  forms  to  make 
purchasing  more  efficient,  there  are  numerous  indications  that  procedures  are 
unacceptably  cumbersome: 

•  training  materials  indicate  that  the  time  to  implement  a  professional 
services  contract  is  1 8  to  62  weeks 

•  the  process  of  becoming  certified  as  being  in  compliance  with  the  city's 
equal  benefits  requirements  is  described  by  HRC  as  "extremely 
complex  and  time  consuming" 

•  a  majority  of  contracts  are  approved  after  the  fact  by  some 
commissions 

These  factors  add  administrative  cost  for  suppliers  and  the  City,  and  discourage 
potential  suppliers  from  participating. 

Following  the  2000-2001  CGJ  report  on  Nonprofit  Contracting,  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  in  October  2001 ,  passed  a  resolution  creating  a  task  force  to  make 
recommendations  relative  to  -- 


•  contractor  certification 

•  contract  management  and  performance  evaluation 

•  contract  payment  and  revenue  management 

•  other  matters  related  to  City  contracting  with  non-profit  health  and 
human  services  providers  referred  to  it  by  the  Board  (See  Attachment 
3) 

This  task  force  first  met  on  February  28,  2002,  without  representation  from  HRC  or 
CSC,  both  of  which  impose  significant  administrative  requirements  on  these  contracts. 


Recommendation  6a    The  task  force  designated  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in 
October  2001 ,  should  consider  opportunities  for  major  improvement  through  - 

•  standardization  of  procedures  and  forms 

•  automation 

•  concurrent  parallel  consideration  by  several  groups  (e.g.,  CSC,  unions, 
HRC,  Pur,  City  Attorney)  with  processes  and  results  benchmarked  with 
"best  practices"  from  comparable  cities 

OCA  and  the  Controller  should  play  lead  roles  in  this  task  force,  perhaps  with  the 
assistance  of  consultants  with  expertise  in  purchasing  and  change  management.  HRC 
and  CSC  should  participate  in  this  task  force. 


Required  Responses  - 

Board  of  Supervisors  -  90  days 
City  Administrator  --  60  days 
Controller  -  60  days 
Human  Rights  Commission  --  60  days 


Recommendation  6b    Future  City  web  site  development  should  include  online  vendor 
registration,  bidding,  and  payment,  in  addition  to  the  current  capability  to  view  a  portion 
of  the  available  city  contracts.  All  departments  should  be  required  to  post  all  contract 
bid  notices  and  solicitations  through  the  Pur  web  site. 

Required  Responses  - 

City  Administrator  -  60  days 

Controller  --  60  days 


Finding  7    The  San  Francisco  Campaign  and  Governmental  Conduct  Code  and 
various  state  laws  provide  protection  for  government  "whistleblowers"  (and  to  a  lesser 
extent  those  who  are  private  citizens)  under  the  direction  of  the  Ethics  Commission. 
Wrongdoing  in  contracting  is  difficult  to  identify  and  is  not  always  fully  investigated. 

Recommendation  7    An  individual  in  the  Controller's  Office  should  be  designated  to 
investigate  allegations  of  purchasing  improprieties,  and  information  should  be  provided 


to  the  public  relative  to  accessing  this  person.  The  role  of  the  CGJ  in  investigating 
citizen  complaints  should  also  be  publicized. 

Required  Response  - 
Controller  -  60  days 

Summary  of  Required  Responses  - 

Board  of  Supervisors  -  Recommendations  4,  5,  and  6a 
City  Administrator-  Recommendations  1,  2,  3,  6a,  and  6b 
Controller  --  Recommendations  6a,  6b,  and  7 

Human  Rights  Commission  -  Recommendations  1 ,  2,  and  6a 


ATTACHMENT  1 


2/16/02 
1996  Charter  and  Administrative  Code  Provisions  Relative  to  Purchasing 

Charter 

General  /  Organization 

-  2.114  Neither  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  its  committees,  nor  any  of  its  members 
shall  have  any  power  or  authority,  nor  may  they  dictate  ,  suggest,  or  interfere 
with  respect  to  any contract  or  requisition  for  purchase  ..." 

-  3.100.11  . .  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  or  limitations  of  this  charter  to 
the  contrary,  the  Mayor  may  not  designate  ...  any  person  .    whose 
responsibilities  include  but  are  not  necessarily  limited  to  supervision  of  the 
administration  of  any  department  for  which  the  City  Administrator  ...  is  assigned 
responsibility  elsewhere  in  this  Charter. 

-  4.132  The  Mayor ...  may  reorganize  duties  and  functions  between  departments 
and  other  units  of  government  within  the  executive  branch.  Such  reorganization 
shall  become  effective  30  days  after  its  issuance  unless  disapproved  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  during  that  time. 

City  Administrator 

-  3.104. . .  The  City  Administrator  shall  have  a  term  of  office  of  five  years,  and  may 
be  removed  by  the  Mayor  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
The  City  Administrator  shall  have  responsibility  for: 

2.  Administering  policies  and  procedures  regarding  . . .  procurement,  contracts 
and  for  assuring  that  all  contracts  ...  are  issued  in  a  fair  and  impartial  manner. 
3.  Coordinating  all  capital  improvement  and  construction  projects  except 

projects  solely  under  the  Airport,  Port,  Public  Utilities,  and  Public  Transportation 

Commissions. 

5.  Administering,  budgeting,  and  control  of  publicity  and  advertising 
expenditures. 

6.  With  the  concurrence  of  the  Mayor,  appoint  and  remove  the  directors  of  the 
departments  of  Administrative  Services  ...  and  such  other  department  heads 
which  are  placed  under  his  or  her  direction.  , 

7     Propose  rules  governing  procurement  and  contracts  to  the  Board  of 

Supervisors  for  consideration. 
8.    Award  contracts  without  interference  from  the  Mayor  or  Board  of 
Supervisors 
In  those  instances  where  contract  awards  are  not  subject  to  Board  of  Supervisors' 
review,  the  City  Administrator  shall  award  contracts  in  full  compliance  with 
applicable  laws  and  this  Charter.  The  City  Administrator's  decision  in  such  cases 
shall  be  final. 

Department  of  Administrative  Services 

4. 129  The  director  of  the  department  of  Administrative  Services  shall  purchase  all 
supplies,  equipment,  and  contractual  services  required  by  the  several  departments  of 
the  City  and  County,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  the  Administrative  Code.  ...  the 


director  shall  not  enter  into  any  contract  or  issue  any  purchase  order  unless  the 
Controller  shall  certify  thereon  that  sufficient  unencumbered  balances  are  available  in 
the  proper  fond  ..  The  director  shall  have  charge  of  the  central  warehouses,  central 
storerooms,  and  central  garage  and  shop. 

The  director  shall  by  rules  and  regulations  approved  by  the  Controller,  designate 
and  authorize  appropriate  personnel  within  the  Department  of  Administrative 
Services  to  exercise  the  director's  signature  powers  for  purchase  orders  and  contracts. 

The  director  shall  have  the  authority  to  exchange  used  material  . . .  and  to  sell  and 
otherwise  dispose  of  personal  property  belonging  to  the  City  and  County. 

Other  Purchasing  Provisions 

4.107  Human  Rights  Commission.  ...  The  Commission  shall  ...  6.  Implement  the 
provisions  of  ordinances  prohibiting  discrimination  in  all  contracts  and 
subsequent  subcontracts,  franchises,  leases,  concessions,  or  other  agreements 
for  or  on  behalf  of  the  City  and  County. 
4.112  Public  Utilities  Commission.  ...  the  Commission  shall  have  charge  of  the 
construction  ...  of  all  water  and  energy  supplies  and  utilities  of  the  City. 
4.1 15  Airport  Commission.   . . .  The  Commission  shall  have  charge  of  the 
construction  . . .  of  all  property  (and)  assets  which  are  under  the  Commission's 
jurisdiction. 

8A.102.(b)  The  (Municipal  Transportation)  Agency  shall  have  exclusive  charge  of 
the  construction  . . .  of  the  Municipal  Railway;  and  have  exclusive  authority  over 
contracting,  leasing,  and  purchasing  by  the  Municipal  Railway. 
B3.581  The  Port  Commission  shall  have  ...  the  exclusive  power  to  perform  or 
accomplish  ...  the  construction,  reconstruction,  repair  ...  of  all ...  facilities  ...  for  the 
promotion  and  accommodation  of  commerce  and  navigation,  or  located  within  the 
port  area. 

10.104  Exclusions  from  Civil  Service  Appointment.  ...  The  following  positions 
shall  be  exempt  from  ...  civil  service  ..  procedures  ...  .  15.  Positions  determined  by 
the  controller  and  approved  annually  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  be  positions 
where  the  work  or  services  can  be  practically  performed  under  private  contract  at  a 
lesser  cost  than  similar  work  performed  by  employees  of  the  City  and  County  . . . 
16.112  Notice  shall  be  given,  and  public  hearings  held  before:  (g)  Requests  for  bids 
or  proposals  for  the  purchase  or  lease  of  materials,  supplies,  equipment,  services, 
construction,  work  or  improvements  involving  expenditures  of  $50,000  or  more; 
notice  shall  also  be  given  after  any  such  award  is  made;  the  Board  may  by  ordinance 
reduce  the  dollar  threshold  for  such  notice. 

A7.204  Every  contract  for  any  public  work  or  improvement . . .  must  provide  ...  (b) 
that  any  person  performing  labor  thereunder  shall  be  paid  not  less  than  the  highest 
general  prevailing  rate  of  wages  in  private  employment  for  similar  work;  however, 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  may  ...  exempt  from  the  prevailing  wage  requirement  any 
contract  where  the  work  is  to  be  performed  by  a  non-profit  organization  that  provides 
job  training  and  work  experience  for  disadvantaged  individuals. . . . 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  . . .  may  by  ordinance  provide  that  any  contract  for  any 
public  work  or  improvement  or  for  the  purchase  of  materials  which  are  to  be 
manufactured,  fabricated,  or  assembled  for  any  public  work  or  improvement,  a 


preference  in  price  not  to  exceed  10  percent  shall  be  allowed  in  favor  of  such  material 
as  are  to  be  manufactured,  fabricated,  or  assembled  within  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco. 

C8.105  Conflict  of  Interest  ...  No  officer  or  employee  of  the  city  and  county  shall 
become  directly  or  indirectly  interested  in  any  contract  ...  entered  into  or  authorized 
by  him  or  her  . . .  or  by  an  officer  or  employee  under  his  or  her  supervision       or  by  a 
board  or  commission  of  which  he  or  she  is  a  member 

D3.750  -  5.  The  Building  Inspection  Commission  shall  have  the  sole  authority  to 
contract  for  the  publication  of  the  San  Francisco  Housing,  Building,  Mechanical, 
Electrical,  and  Plumbing  Codes  and  any  amendments  thereto.       the  selection  of  a 
publisher  shall  be  based  on  the  lowest  retail  cost  to  the  public  of  a  complete  set  of 
these  codes. 

Administrative  Code 

Chapter  1:  Reporting  Improper  Government  Activity;  Protection  of  Whistleblowers 

4.105  The  Ethics  Commission  shall  investigate  complaints  filed  under  this  section 
that  allege  violations  of  local  campaign  finance  lobbying,  conflicts  of  interest  and 
government  ethics  laws  . . . 

4.1 15  No  City  officer  or  employee  may  intimidate,  threaten,  coerce  or  interfere 
with  any  individual  because  that  individual  has  filed  a  complain  ..  or  is  cooperating  with 
an  investigation  . . . 

4.120  Any  individual  who  files  a  complaint  may  elect  to  have  his  or  her  identity 
kept  confidential  . . . 

Chapter  6:  Public  Works  Contracting  Policies  an  Procedures 

6.2  the  departments  or  commissions  empowered  ...  to  contract  for  for  public 
works  or  improvements  or  professional  services  related  to  a  public  work  or  improvement 
are  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  and  the  Airport,  Port,  Public  Utilities,  and  Public 
Transportation  Commissions.  All  other  departments  or  commissions  must  procure 
construction  or  related  professional  services  through  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 
(Note:  Additionally  the  School  District,  City  College,  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
are  also  authorized  to  contract  for  this  type  of  activity.) 

6.20  Except  as  otherwise  provided  by  the  Charter  or  the  Administrative  Code,  any 
public  work  or  improvement  estimated  to  cost  more  than  the  Threshold  Amount  shall  be 
performed  under  contract  awarded  to  the  responsible  bidder  submitting  the  lowest 
responsive  bid. 

Chapter  12  D.A  Minority  /Women/Local  (MBE/WBE/LBE)  Utilization  Ordinance 

12D.AS.3.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  ensure  full 
and  equitable  opportunities  for  minority  business  enterprises,  woman  business 
enterprises,,  and  local  business  enterprises  to  participate  as  prime  contractors  in  providing 
goods  and  services  to  the  City.  This  program  is  intended  to  correct  identified 
discriminatory  practices  inherent  in  the  City's  procurement  process  and  in  the  award  of 
prime  contracts  to  MBEAVBEs.  Another  goal  of  this  ordnance  is  to  offset  some  of  the 


economic  disadvantages  local  businesses  continue  to  face  that  are  not  shared  by  nonlocal 
businesses. 

12D.A.9.  Contract  awarding  authorities  shall...  extend  a  discount  in  all  bids  and 
contracts  and  in  the  composition  of  rating  scales  as  follows:  (1)  a  five  percent  discount  to 
a  local  business  ...  (2)  a  7  and  one-half  percent  discount  to  a  joint  venture  with  local 
MBE  or  WBE  participation  that  equals  or  exceeds  40  percent;  (3)  a  10  percent  discount 
to  a  local  MBE  or  local  WBE  . . . 

Chapter  21:  Acquisition  of  Commodities  and  Services 

21.02(f)  "Services"  shall  explicitly  exclude  agreements  making  a  grant  of  city 
funds  to  private  entities  for  the  purpose  of  providing  a  benefit  to  the  public  . . . 

21.03  (a)  The  Purchaser  shall  purchase  all  Commodities  or  Services  required  by 
City  departments  . . .  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  the  Charter  and  Municipal 
Code... The  Purchaser  shall,  by  regulation,  designate  and  authorize  appropriate 
department  personnel  to  exercise  the  Purchaser's  approval  authority  for  contracts 
approved  as  provided  by  this  section. 

21.03(k)  The  Purchaser,  with  the  approval  of  the  Director  of  Administrative 
Services  and  the  Controller,  shall  establish  rules  and  regulations  for  the  purpose  of 
implementing  the  provisions  of  this  chapter. 

21.05(b)  Departments  shall  be  responsible  for  defining  the  scope  of  a  project  for 
contracting  purposes,  establishing  fair  evaluation  criteria  and  selection  processes  for 
Solicitations,  and  for  the  negotiation  and  award  of  contracts  for  Professional  Services, 
with  the  assistance  of  the  Purchaser  and  the  City  Attorney. 

21.1  All  City  contracts  for  Commodities  and  /  or  Services  shall  be  procured 
through  competitive  solicitation,  except  %  otherwise  authorized  in  this  Code. 

21  4(a)  A  Contracting  Officer  may  issue  a  request  for  Proposals  ..  for  the  selection 
of  professional  services  contractors  following  consideration  of  the  evaluation  factors  set 
forth  in  the  request  for  proposals,  which  may  include  cost,  except  as  prohibited  by 
law. . . .  A  request  for  proposals  or  qualifications  for  Professional  Services  may  be  issued 
directly  by  the  department. 

21 .4©  For  the  procurement  of  Commodities  and  Services  for  which  lists  of 
prequalified  entities  are  created  by  a  department,  selection  of  a  Contractor  for  a  particular 
contract  may  be  made  without  the  use  of  a  further  solicitation  if  the  list  is  maintained  by 
issuing  a  new  request  for  qualifications  at  least  once  every  two  years. 

21 .24  Chapter  12  D  A  shall  not  be  be  applicable  to  any  contract  for  purchase  of 
Commodities  or  Services  estimated  to  cost  in  excess  of  $10,000,000. 


ATTACHMENT  2 

professional  Services  Contract  Process 


Phase 


theRFR^h 


Assembling 

fl»e:Cbntrad^ 

^Package-: 


Total  Time 


How  Long 


2.5   4  weeks 
(tor  new  services,  add 
30  days  to  notify  union) 


2-VA 


4-26  weeks 

(ot  longer) 


5-10  days 


4  -12  weeks 


2   8  weeks 

2-4weeks 

1-5days 

1-2days 
(more  1  contract  has  probs  ) 

0-5days 


Punching;:. 


-ADPICSi^ 
Approval  Jg 


Encumbering 


Distribjitioji, 


2  days 
(on  average) 


Who  Does  What 


Civil  Service  Commission.  Reviews  whether  the  proposed  contracting  situation  conforms  with  Oil  Service 
requirements.  Approves  or  rejects   New  servees  need  an  advance  30  days'  notice  to  uncrts)  representing  the 
dasstficabons  doing  that  kind  of  work.  Dept  can  seek  CSC  approval  at  any  bme  before  sending  the  find  contract  b 
City  Ally  or  Purchasing.  =>BUT  eaiter  is  betteti 


^a.;a:i;^....  .-.-;-^->-....T>r> 


,■  •■7-  •i-J-'vri-ii-^:^.^: ■■■■ 


Department  Develops  RFP.  per  Chap  900  of  Purchasing's  | 

UserGukte.  No  Charter  or  Admit  Code  requirement  tor  competitive 
bidding  tor  professorial  services.  =>BUT  an  RFP  is  the  most 

consistent  way  ot  picking  the  vendor  wrfh  the  most  to  offer 


NOTE.  You  may  want  to  consul 
your  deputy  city  attorney  to  ensure 

that  your  RFP  c  fan  and  complies 
with  standard  practices. 


i3£vr^Zi£3 


HRC.  Reviews  RFPs  over  {10.000  for  potential  to  subdivide  the  projedirtosmaBer  portions  where  fvBEAVBEs 
<^cornpetemwesucr3Ssfutly;indudes  its  ferns  for  wuldq  Reviews  RfP 

evaluation  criteria,  selection  procedures  and  subconsutting  reqiwements.  =>UUST  occur  before  RFP  is  advertised 


».  -*~:r    -7i-y-^ 


Department  Reviews  and  scores  proposals.  Some  depts  send  rankings  of  evaluated  proposers  to  HRC  far 
appfcarjon  of  preference  or  discount  ports  Other  depts  apply  prefeierce  or  decourt  ports  tr«mselves.  based  on 
information  from  HRC.  Selects,  and  may  negotiate  with,  preferred  contractor 


T 


Si^«SBS2^g 


To  an  extent,  these  approvals  may  be  sought  simultaneously. 


Commission.  Departments  with  cornrressons 
have  different  procedures  for  commission  approval 
of  contracts.  Cunmiissiurfs  role  may  depend  on 

whether  the  contract  exceeds  a  dollar  threshold 
Approves  or  rejects. 


Vendor.  Signs  contract 


-.-s-7-:;.-  --— -^--^-: 


Department  Obtains  necessary  internal 
approvals). 


City  Attorney.  Reviews  as  to  form 

Approves  or  returns  to  dept  for  corrections. 
may  advise  dept  in  RfP  process:  may 
negotiate  with  contractor. 


I 


Department  Assembles  and  forwards  package  to  Purchasing 


Purchasing.  Checks  tor  ieo^iiredclauses;irBwares;BusiressTaxMBE/WBE 
declaration;  12B;  CSC  approval;  City  Attorney's  approval.  Purchasing  approves  or  rejects 


Purchasing.  Approves  rentratf s  acraripanying  Caitrad  Blar*^ 

ADPICS.  whfch  does  not  encumber  funds    Funds  are  certified  as  available  and 
encumbered  in  FAMIS.  Purchasing  sends  contract  package  to  department  (or  distribution. 


Department  Submits  separate  Blanket  Order  Release  or  Purchase  Order  Release  to 
Purchasing.  Funds  can  be  encumbered  all  31  once,  or  in  a  senes  ot  progress  payments 


Department  Sends  copy  of  certified  contract  to  the  contractor,  who  begins  performance 


Minimum:  18  weeks  (NOT  a  new  service)"'--^ 


u 


Maximum:  62  weeks  (most  likely  a  new  service) 

**  All  the  estimates  are  based  on  averages  for  transactions  without  problems.  This  chart  excludes  construction  contracts.** 


ATTACHMENT  3 

FILE  NO.  011809  nie  ^UW     RESOLUTION  NO.       $fl  6  -  0  ( 

Do  Mot  Remove 


[Resolution  establishing  a  City  Contracting  Task  Force.] 

Resolution  establishing  a  City  Contracting  Task  Force  to  review  and  make 
recommendation  to  the  Board  on  possible  legislative  and  budgetary  actions  relating  to 
the  City's  policies  and  practices  regarding  contracting  vital  human  health,  safety,  and 
affordable  housing  services  with  non-profit  organizations. 

WHEREAS,  Non-profit,  community-based  organizations  play  a  key  role  in  the  delivery 
of  critically  needed  health  and  human  service  to  those  in  need  in  San  Francisco;  and 

WHEREAS,  Non-profit  organizations  form  the  foundation  for  the  broad  and  complex 
safety  net  supporting  San  Francisco's  diverse  populations;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  City  has  developed  a  complex  set  of  contractual  relationships  with 
these  non-profits  to  deliver  essential  social,  affordable  housing,  and  health  services  to  needy 
San  Franciscans;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  Civil  Grand  Jury  has  found  that  the  City's  current  system  of 
management  is  too  decentralized  and  places  administrative  burdens  on  non-profit 
organizations;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  Civil  Grand  Jury  has  found  that  procedures  vary  widely  from  each 
department,  that  organizations  may  have  contracts  with  several  departments  and  that 
information  regarding  organizations  and  contracts  is  not  effectively  shared  between 
departments;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Failure  to  address  this  growing  burden  for  the  non-profit  community  can 
and  will  ultimately  create  a  crisis  at  the  core  of  this  city's  safety  net,  wasting  scarce  resources 
directed  at  the  San  Francisco's  most  vulnerable  population;  now,  therefore,  be  it 


Sophie  Maxwell 

"Name  of  Supervisor/Committee/Department** 

BOARD  OF  SUPERVISOR  Page  1 
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RESOLVED,  That  the  Board  of  Supervisors  ("Board")  hereby  establishes  a  City  Non- 
profit Contracting  Task  Force  ("Task  Force")  to  review  and  make  recommendations  Report  to 
the  Board.  The  full  Board  shall  consider  Task  Force  recommendations  including  but  not 
limited  to  new  ordinances,  administrative  procedures,  and  suggested  departmental 
regulations  addressing  the  coordination  of  policies  and  practices  across  and  within  City 
departments  regarding: 

1)  Contract  certification;  and 

2)  Contract  management  and  performance  evaluation;  and 

3)  Contract  payment  and  revenue  management,  and 

4)  Any  other  matters  relating  to  City  contracting  with  non-profit  health  and 
human  services  providers  referred  to  it  by  the  Board,  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Task  Force  shall  consist  of  fourteen  members,  seven 
of  whom  are  appointed  by  and  serving  at  the  pleasure  of  the  Board  and  six  of  whom  are 
heads  of  City  departments  appointed  by  the  Mayor;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  seven  of  the  members  shall  be  employees  of  the  City 
and  shall  represent  key  City  departments  responsible  for  the  majority  of  City  contracts: 

1)  The  City  Controller; 

2)  The  Director  of  the  Department  of  Public  Health,  or  a  designee; 

3)  The  Director  of  the  Department  of  Human  Services,  or  a  designee; 

4)  The  Director  of  the  Department  of  Aging  and  Adult  Services,  or  a  designee; 

5)  The  Director  of  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development,  or  a 
designee; 

6)  The  Director  of  the  Department  of  Child,  Youth  and  Families,  or  a  designee; 

7)  The  Director  of  the  Office  of  Contract  Administration;  and,  be  it 
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FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  seven  remaining  members  of  the  Task  Force  shall 
be  representatives  of  non-profit  health,  affordable  housing  development,  and  human  service 
organizations;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  these  seven  members  shall  to  the  extent  possible 
represent  agencies  with: 

1)  Contracts  from  multiple  City  departments;  or 

2)  Multiple  contracts  with  a  single  City  department;  or 

3)  Varying  agency  budget  sizes;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Task  Force  shall  convene  within  45  days  of  the 
effective  date  of  the  ordinance  and  shall  expire  one  year  later,  unless  its  powers  are  renewed 
by  the  Board;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Task  Force  will  produce  a  report  with  its  conclusions 
and  recommendations  to  the  Board  within  six  months  and  that  the  report  and 
recommendations  be  the  subject  of  a  public  hearing  before  a  Committee  of  the  Board  and 
that  Committee  shall  consider  and  refer  to  the  full  Board  its  recommendations  for  actions 
including  but  not  limited  to  new  ordinances,  administrative  procedures  and  suggested 
departmental  regulations;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  City  Attorney's  Office  shall  provide  legal  assistance 
to  the  Taskforce;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Office  of  Administrative  Services  shall  provide 
administrative  support  for  the  Task  Force;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  subject  to  federal  and  state  law,  the  Task  Force  shall 
have  full  and  complete  access  to  any  and  all  documents  related  to  the  management  of  City 
contracts  with  non-profit  health  and  human  service  providers;  and,  be  it 
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1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4689 


Resolution  establishing  a  City  Contracting  Task  Force  to  review  and  make  recommendation  to  the 
Board  on  possible  legislative  and  budgetary  actions  relating  to  the  City's  policies  and  practices 
regarding  contracting  vital  human  health,  safety,  and  affordable  housing  services  with  non-profit 
organizations.  


October  15,  2001  Board  of  Supervisors  —  ADOPTED 

Ayes:  1 1  -  Ammiano,  Daly,  Gonzalez,  Hall,  Leno,  Maxwell,  McGoldrick, 
Newsom,  Peskin,  Sandoval,  Yee 


File  No.  01 1809 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution 
was  ADOPTED  on  October  15, 2001  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco. 
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Date  Approved 


/^>Gloria L.  Young 
{\    Clerk  ofthe  Board 

Mayor  Willie  L.  Brown  Jr. 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Printed  at  1:35  PM  on  10/16/01 


OUTDOOR  ADVERTISING  SIGN 
(BILLBOARD)  ENFORCEMENT 


REPORT  RELEASED  APRIL  2,  2002 


GLOSSARY 

CalTrans  —  State  Department  of  Transportation 

CGJ  —   Civil  Grand  Jury 

QPD  _  city  Planning  Department 

DBI  —  Department  of  Building  Inspection 


OUTDOOR  ADVERTISING  SIGN  (BILLBOARD) 
ENFORCEMENT 


OVERVIEW 

Citizen-action  groups  and  City  Planning  Department  (CPD)  staff  concur  that  San 
Francisco  has  hundreds  of  unidentified  illegal  outdoor  advertising  signs  (billboards) 
which  should  be  removed.  As  a  follow  up  to  the  voter-approved  March  2002  ballot 
measure  banning  all  new  billboard  construction  and  to  the  June  2001  statute  to  tighten 
billboard  code  enforcement,  the  2001-2002  San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury  (CGJ) 
recommends  these  additional  measures  to  monitor  efficiently  the  hundreds  of  billboards 
which  will  remain  grandfathered: 


legislation  to  require  annual  renewal  of  permits  for  all  outdoor  advertising  signs, 
with  substantial  renewal  fees 

an  allocation  within  CPD  budget  for  billboard  monitoring  and  enforcement 

a  block-by-block  survey  of  every  existing  billboard  in  San  Francisco  to  count  and 
identify  the  remaining  legal  signs,  and  to  weed  out  the  signs  without  valid  permits 

an  efficient  data  base  in  the  CPD  with  an  interface  which  allows  for  the  exchange 
of  pertinent  information  with  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI)  and  the 
Assessor's  Office 

closer  integration  between  CPD  and  the  State  Department  of  Transportation  (Cal 
Trans)  billboard  enforcement  procedures  concerning  jurisdictional  overlap  in  San 
Francisco 

a  new  CPD  pamphlet  which  lists  billboard  regulations,  is  easily  understood,  and 
includes  complaint  forms  for  distribution  to  the  public,  thereby  encouraging 
citizen  assistance  in  controlling  illegal  billboard  installations 

a  well-publicized  24-hour  CPD  hotline  to  receive  citizens'  complaints  regarding 
billboards 


BACKGROUND 

CGJ  sought  to  evaluate  the  enforcement  of  existing  CPD  and  DBI  codes,  and  of 
pertinent  City  and  State  laws,  covering  outdoor  advertising  sign  permits  within  San 
Francisco.  Code  enforcement  of  signs  without  permits  and  illegally  altered  signs  was 


insufficient  during  the  decade  of  the  1990s  due  to  Department  budget  and  staffing 
shortages,  and  to  the  more  lax  nature  of  previous  planning  codes  and  city  laws.  Over 
the  same  period  new  technology  evolved,  making  the  installation  of  very  large  wall  signs 
faster  and  cheaper,  and  the  colors  more  vivid  and  eye  catching.  Combined  with  a  hot 
economy,  this  spawned  a  proliferation  of  new  billboards,  an  undetermined  percentage 
of  which  are  without  valid  permits.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  legislation  May  18, 
2001,  (effective  June  17,  2001)  giving  added  strength  and  incentive  to  the  CPD  for 
billboard  regulation.  The  March  2002  ballot  measure  bans  all  future  billboards,  which  is 
an  indication  that  this  "quality  of  life"  issue  is  important  to  San  Francisco  voters.  This 
ban  does  not  affect  existing  permitted  (grandfathered)  outdoor  advertising  signs,  which 
may  remain  in  place  as  long  as  the  frame,  base,  size,  and  orientation  are  not  altered  in 
any  way. 


INVESTIGATIVE  PROCESS 

CGJ  examined  CPD,  DBI,  and  State  outdoor  advertising  sign  permitting  and  regulating 
operations  to  determine  the  history  of  past  management  practices,  current 
systems,  and  plans  for  response  to  changing  circumstances.  CGJ  attempted  to 
ascertain  additional  needs,  if  any,  for  further  management  adjustments  to  respond  to 
evolving  conditions.  Interviews  were  held  with  city  and  state  officials,  and  with  citizens 
concerned  with  this  issue.  Pertinent  documents  reviewed  are  listed  in  Attachment  1. 


FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 


Finding  1    The  CPD  budget  does  not  contain  an  allocation  for  the  enforcement  of 
outdoor  advertising.  The  June  2001  legislation  provides  for  extensive  fines  of  up  to 
$2,500  per  day  for  not  removing  those  billboards  without  permits;  although  that  money 
is  designated  to  pay  for  enforcement,  such  fines  are  not  a  dependable  source  of 
income.  Reliable  and  permanent  funding  is  needed  to  pay  for  efficient  enforcement. 
The  economic  incentives  for  scofflaw  sign  companies  will  increase  as  the  combination 
of  the  new  billboard  ban  and  the  number  of  legal  existing  sites  begins  to  dwindle  by 
attrition.  Lack  of  steady  enforcement  measures  would  effectively  negate  the  voter- 
approved  ban. 


Recommendation  1    Additional  funds  could  be  generated  for  enforcement  by 
requiring  annual  renewal  of  permits  and  by  inspection  of  existing  billboard  signs,  with  a 
yearly  charge  per  sign.  This  would  facilitate  and  pay  for  discovering  sites  without 
permits,  illegally  altered  sites,  and  illegal  new  installations. 


Required  Response  - 

City  Planning  Department  -  60  days 


Finding  2  CPD  and  DBI  electronic  files  are  unable  to  distinguish  outdoor  advertising 
signs  (those  which  do  not  pertain  to  an  on-site  enterprise)  from  standard  signs  (those 
with  information  concerning  activity  on  the  immediate  premises).    CPD  has  no  way  to 
determine  with  any  accuracy  how  many  legal  billboards  exist;  any  change  to  a  legal, 
grandfathered  billboard  which  affects  size,  location,  direction,  and  the  like  requires  a 
new  building  permit  and  triggers  proof  of  the  grandfathered  status  (permitted  and  in 
place  prior  to  the  March  2002  ban.) 

Recommendation  2a    Assign  a  separate  and  distinct  numerical  designation  to  all 
existing,  active,  legal  outdoor  advertising  sign  permits  (to  distinguish  them  from  all  other 
sign  permits)  for  entry  into  the  computer  system.  Flag  each  for  automatic  periodic  site 
reviews  by  CPD. 


Required  Response  - 

City  Planning  Department  -  60  days 


Recommendation  2b    Conduct  a  city-wide  count  and  permit  history  of  every 
existing  billboard  sign.  Many  of  the  originally  grandfathered  signs  (prior  to  1 966)  have 
no  permits  on  file.  Researching  ownership  (which  may  have  changed  repeatedly  over 
time);  checking  the  existence  of  permits  or  verifying  legal  status  with  other  evidence, 
such  as  dated  photos;  and  entering  this  information  into  the  database,  under  the 
applicable  numerical  code,  would  allow  staff  a  way  to  monitor  continued  use  and  to 
eliminate  billboards  without  permits  in  a  timely  manner. 


Required  Response  - 

City  Planning  Department  -  60  days 


Finding  3    The  City  Planning  Department  at  present  has  neither  budget  nor 
experienced  staff  with  time  to  conduct  the  much  needed  census  of  billboards  in  San 
Francisco. 

Recommendation  3     The  Planning  Director  should  hire  a  temporary  staff  person  -- 
with  special  expertise  to  conduct  a  city-wide  survey  of  all  extant  billboards  -  to  enter 
the  information  into  the  electronic  database  described  Recommendation  2a.  Under  the 


direction  of  a  professional  who  has  knowledge  of  San  Francisco's  billboard  history, 
collegiate  Urban  Planning  interns  who  are  periodically  invited  to  train  in  the  CPD  might 
assist  with  the  accurate,  professional  completion  of  such  an  effort  at  minimum  cost  to 
the  City. 


Required  Response  - 

City  Planning  Department  -  60  days 


Finding  4    CalTrans  requires  permits  for  any  billboards  within  600  feet  of  all 
Interstate  and  Primary  Highways,  several  of  which  run  through  San  Francisco's 
jurisdiction.  No  efficient  process  has  existed  in  the  past  for  coordination  between  the 
State  and  San  Francisco  outdoor  advertising  sign  permitting  and  regulating  offices.  By 
law  the  State  billboard  permits  may  not  violate  any  City  regulations;  therefore,  the 
March  2002  city-wide  ban  now  prohibits  all  new  billboards,  including  those  within 
CalTrans  jurisdiction. 

Recommendation  4     CPD  staff  and  CalTrans  Right  of  Way  staff  should  coordinate 
immediately  to  enforce  the  new  ban  within  the  600  ft.  corridor,  so  that  no  Cal  Trans 
permits  are  issued.  Failure  to  do  so  will  cause  confusion  among  billboard  businesses 
and  could  evolve  into  costly  regulatory  procedures.  Pertinent  billboard  census 
information  should  be  shared  regularly  between  the  two  agencies. 


Required  Response  - 

City  Planning  Department  -  60  days 


Finding  5     There  is  no  comprehensive,  easily  understood  guide  to  the  maze  of  laws, 
regulations,  policies,  and  procedures  pertaining  to  outdoor  advertising  signs.  This  lack 
becomes  even  more  significant  with  the  recent  ban  on  new  billboards. 

Recommendation  5  CPD  should  prepare  a  pamphlet  containing  an  explanation  of 
the  relevant  rules  for  sign  regulation,  as  well  as  a  complaint  form  to  help  citizens  identify 
suspected  billboard  signs  without  valid  permits.  That  same  information  should  be  added 
to  CPD  web  site. 


Required  Response  - 

City  Planning  Department  -  60  days 


Finding  6  Citizen  complaints  concerning  illegal  signs  are  filed  with  all  other  citizen 
complaints  received  at  the  CPD  and  DBI.  As  a  result  of  this  commingling  of  complaints, 
response  to  the  questionable  signs  is  frequently  delayed.  The  potential  for  profit  during 
the  delay  period  can  represent  an  incentive  for  those  wishing  to  create  new  signs. 

Recommendation  6  To  help  each  CPD  Quadrant  Senior  Planner  quickly  identify 
possible  non-compliance  situations,  CPD  should  set  up  a  24-hour  call  line  for  billboard 


complaints  only;  this  phone  number  should  be  listed  in  CPD's  white  page  telephone 
directory.  CPD  should  disseminate  information  to  the  public  by  other  means,  such  as 
placing  the  public  information  pamphlet,  suggested  in  Recommendation  5  above,  in 
public  places,  on  MUNI  placards  (for  example,  "See  an  illegal  sign?  Call  XXXX"),  and 
on  posters  in  government  offices. 


Required  Response  - 

City  Planning  Department  -  60  days 


Source  References 

In  2001  an  independent  professional  public  opinion  survey,  by  a  non-profit  organization, 
reported  that  65%  of  San  Francisco  voters  would  approve  a  billboard  ban,  and  that  15% 
were  undecided. 

Election  results,  March  2002  ballot  --  voters  approved  the  billboard  ban  by  79.3%,  the 
second  highest  Proposition  victory  margin  in  city  history.  (First  was  the  vote  for  the  new 
Main  Library  by  80%). 

Documents  Examined 

CITY  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 

•  Department  Codes:  Article  6  (Including  Department  Code  interpretations  by  the 
Zoning  Administrator  and  the  most  recent  amendments  under  the  Leno  Law), 
Article  7,  Article  9,  Article  1 1 

•  Zoning  maps,  showing  boundaries  of  special  sign  districts 

•  Written  statement  from  the  Director  to  the  Grand  Jury  describing  his  position  on 
sign  regulation 

•  Citizens'  Guide  to  Sign  Regulations,  Department  draft  version 

•  March  2002  Ballot  Measure,  outdoor  advertising  sign  ban 

BUILDING  DEPARTMENT 

•  Department  Codes  106.4.1.1  through  106.4.4 

•  The  track  of  a  permit  for  a  sign  in  the  Department  tracking  system 

•  A  Department  Job  Card 


STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  (CALTRANS) 

•  Instructions  for  Sign  Permit  Applicants 

•  Billboard  Sign  Violations  roster,  cited  since  October  1998  along  the  State  right 
of  way  through  Routes  80  and  101  within  San  Francisco  City  and  County 
jurisdiction 

•  State  Outdoor  Advertising  Act,  full  text,  effective  1  January  2000 

•  California  Code  of  Regulations,  Title  4,  Chapter  6,  concerning  outdoor 
advertising. 
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Superior  Court  of  California 
County  of  §>an  Jffranriscn 

(Etull  (Bvanb  3ury 


May  22,  2002 


Dear  Judge  Quidachay: 

Enclosed  is  the  report  from  the  2001-2002  San  Francisco 
Civil  Grand  Jury  on  the  subject  of  Homelessness  in  San 
Francisco  calling  for  the  City  to: 

-  Establish  through  a  Charter  amendment,  a 
Commission  on  Homelessness  charged  with 
overseeing  the  City's  strategic  plans  for 
homelessness; 

Develop  an  integrated  information  system  for 
tracking  the  delivery  of  homeless-related  services; 

-  Create  a  central  database  of  available  beds;  and 

Initiate  a  public  education  campaign  on  the  root 
causes  of  homelessness  and  report  to  the  citizens 
on  homelessness  efforts. 


Thank  you  for  your  continuing  support  and  that  of  the  Court  staff. 

Sincerely, 


William  G.  Bowen,  Foreperson 
San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury 


HOMELESSNESS  IN 

SAN  FRANCISCO 


REPORT  RELEASED  MAY  29,  2002 


GLOSSARY 

ADA  —  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act 

CAAP  —  County  Adult  Assistance  Program 

CGJ  —  Civil  Grand  Jury 

DHS  —  Department  of  Human  Services 

DPH  —  Department  of  Public  Health 

DOSW  —  Department  on  the  Status  of  Women 

HMIS  —  Homeless  Management  Information  System 

HUD  —  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

Local  Board     —  Local  Homeless  Coordinating  Board 

MAP  —  Mobile  Assistance  Patrol 

MOCD  —  Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development 

MOH  —  Mayor's  Office  of  Housing 

MOOH  —  Mayor's  Office  on  Homelessness 

SFRA  —  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

SRO  —  Single  Room  Occupancy 


HOMELESSNESS  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 

The  numbers  in  parentheses  ( )  indicate  the  item  number  of  the  sources  listed  in 
Attachment  A. 

GENERAL  OVERVIEW 

The  issue  of  homelessness  is  one  that  intersects  the  lives  of  all  the  people  of 
San  Francisco.  Over  the  past  20  years,  the  situation  has  worsened,  affecting  not 
only  the  homeless  —  individuals,  families  and  children  —  but  also  residents, 
neighborhoods,  businesses,  and  the  tourism  industry.  It  is  the  view  of  the  Civil 
Grand  Jury  (CGJ)  that  homelessness  is  the  pre-eminent  social  issue  facing  San 
Francisco. 

In  San  Francisco  homelessness  is  a  major,  ongoing,  highly  politicized  problem. 
On  average,  over  100  people  die  each  year  on  the  streets  (1)  while  over 
9,000  are  without  permanent  homes.  (See  Attachment  C)  The  quality  of  life  for 
both  San  Franciscans  and  visitors  is  significantly  diminished,  and  expenditures 
for  preventing  homelessness  and  caring  for  the  homeless  exceed  $100  million 
per  year  (2). 

According  to  the  2001-2006  Continuum  of  Care  (3),  a  five-year  strategic  plan  for 
homeless  services  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  causes  of 
homelessness  include  poverty;  lack  of  housing,  living-wage  jobs,  vocational 
skills,  and  health  care;  and  the  disruptions  resulting  from  substance  abuse, 
severe  mental  illness,  and  domestic  violence.  In  addition,  CGJ  has  found  that 
other  contributions  to  the  cycle  of  homelessness  in  San  Francisco  include 
historical  policy  decisions  on  the  state  and  federal  level,  such  as  the  closure  of 
state  mental  health  hospitals  and  the  drastic  reduction  of  federal  funding  for 
public  and  subsidized  housing. 

While  state  and  federal  policies  have  a  major  impact  and  state  and  federal 
funding  and  participation  is  essential,  the  structure  and  programs  for  dealing  with 
homelessness  are  essentially  local.  CGJ  has  focused  on  these  local  efforts,  with 
specific  attention  to  coordination  and  management.  After  a  seven-month 
investigation,  CGJ  has  found  that  the  City's  efforts  to  deal  with  homelessness 
have  been  lacking  in  leadership,  effective  management,  and  coordination. 

The  Civil  Grand  Jury  herein  presents  recommendations  for  improving 

these  areas  under  four  categories: 

•     ORGANIZATIONAL  STRUCTURE  AND  LEADERSHIP  —  Establish  a 
Commission  on  Homelessness  to  incorporate  the  functions  of  the  Mayor's 
Office  of  Homelessness  (MOOH),  oversee  the  Local  Homeless 
Coordinating  Board  (Local  Board),  ensure  the  implementation  of  the  City's 


•  strategic  plans  for  dealing  with  homelessness  (Continuum  of  Care),  and 
monitor  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  homeless  programs. 

•  INFORMATION  SYSTEMS  —  Develop  an  integrated  information  system 
for  tracking  the  delivery  of  homeless-related  social  services. 

•  SHELTERS  —  Improve  the  shelter  system  by  creating  an  integrated 
central  data  base  of  available  beds,  establishing  a  "bill  of  rights"  for  shelter 
participants,  and  setting  standards  of  care  within  the  system. 

•  PUBLIC  EDUCATION  —  Initiate  a  major  public  campaign  to  educate  the 
public  about  homelessness,  its  root  causes,  how  the  public  can 
participate,  and  the  status  of  the  City's  efforts. 

GENERAL  BACKGROUND 

Definition  of  Homelessness:  The  Local  Board  has  adopted  this  definition:  "The 
term  'homeless'  includes  those  individuals  or  families  who  lack  a  fixed,  regular 
and  adequate  nighttime  residence  and  those  who  have  a  primary  nighttime 
residence  in  one  or  more  of  the  following  categories:  a  shelter,  the  street,  a 
vehicle,  a  make-shift  structure,  doubled-up,  or  transitional  housing"  (3). 

Number  of  Homeless:  In  October  2001,  MOOH  conducted  its  annual  homeless 
count  (4).  As  of  April  2002,  the  Local  Board  had  revised  this  number,  adopting 
an  unofficial  figure  of  9,544,  distributed  as  follows: 

Street  Count  =  3,156 

Shelters/Transitional  =  2,451 

Residential  Treatment  =  739 

Jail  =  959 

DPH  beds  =  1,160 

SRO's  =  1,079 

TOTAL  =  9,544  (See  Attachment  C) 
As  of  May  2002,  the  Local  Board  is  working  on  a  further  modification  of  these 
figures  that  indicates  a  total  over  10,000.  Final  figures  are  due  in  June  2002. 

Current  Plan:  In  2001 ,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  the  2001-2006 
Continuum  of  Care,  a  five-year  strategic  plan  for  homeless  services  that  maps 
San  Francisco's  strategies  for  ending  homelessness  (3). 

Cost:  In  December  2001 ,  the  Office  of  the  Budget  Analyst  prepared  a  report 
estimating  that  the  City  spent,  for  the  fiscal  year  2001 ,  a  total  of  $104,288,056 
on  homeless  services,  including  capital  improvement  projects,  administrative 
costs,  and  the  County  Adult  Assistance  Program  (CAAP).  Of  this  amount 
$72,982,026  was  for  direct  services.  These  costs  are  spread  across  seven  City 
departments:  Department  of  Public  Health;  Department  of  Human  Services; 
Mayor's  Office  Community  Development;  Department  on  the  Status  of  Women; 
Department  of  Children,  Youth  and  their  Families;  Mayor's  Office  on  Housing; 
and  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  (2). 


City  Shelters:  The  City  operates  10  shelters  that  provide  2081  emergency  beds 
for  individuals  and  1 75  for  families  (3). 

INVESTIGATIVE  PROCESS 

CGJ  interviewed  individuals  and  staff  from  — 
Board  of  Supervisors 
Board  of  Supervisors  Budget  Analyst 
City  Attorney's  Office 
Coalition  on  Homelessness 
Department  of  Children,  Youth  and  their  Families 
Department  of  Human  Services 
Department  of  Public  Health 
District  Attorney 

Homeless  and  formerly  homeless  individuals 
Local  Homeless  Coordinating  Board 
Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development 
Mayor's  Office  on  Disability 
Mayor's  Office  on  Homelessness 
Multi-Service  Center  South  Shelter 
Next  Door  Shelter 
Nonprofit  service  providers 
Office  of  the  Controller 
Police  Department 

San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
San  Francisco  General  Hospital 
San  Francisco  Hotel  Council 
Union  Square  Association 
Union  Square  Business  Improvement  District 

In  addition  to  its  extensive  interviews  and  research,  members  of  CGJ  attended 
Local  Board  meetings,  visited  shelters,  reviewed  the  2001-2006  Continuum  of 
Care,  and  attended  the  March  7,  2002,  Homeless  Summit. 

ORGANIZATIONAL  STRUCTURE  AND  LEADERSHIP 
The  Current  Administration 
The  Mayor's  Office  on  Homelessness 
The  Local  Board 

The  Current  Administration  —  Background 

Homeless  policy  in  San  Francisco  has  varied  greatly  from  one  mayoral 
administration  to  the  next.  The  need  for  such  a  policy  was  first  recognized  during 
the  Feinstein  administration  in  the  1980s.  Approaches  have  ranged  from  the 
creation  of  the  Multi-Service  Centers  under  the  Agnos  administration  to  the 
Matrix  program  under  that  of  Frank  Jordan.  These  policies  have  formed  the 


overall  framework  for  how  the  City  responds  to  the  challenging  and  often 
overwhelming  issue  of  homelessness. 

Under  the  current  administration,  several  different  City  departments,  with  the 
Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  and  Department  of  Human  Services  (DHS) 
as  the  two  primary  agencies,  administer  homeless  programs  in  San  Francisco. 
The  majority  of  homeless  services  are  delivered  by  non-profit  organizations, 
which  receive  contracts  from  these  two  departments.  The  development, 
planning,  and  coordination  for  homeless  services  and  policy  are  left  to  the 
departments  themselves,  in  conjunction  with  the  Mayor's  Office  on 
Homelessness  (MOOH)  and  the  Local  Board. 

The  Mayor's  Office  on  Homelessness  —  Background 

Every  Mayor  since  Dianne  Feinstein  has  maintained  an  office  with  the 
responsibility  for  advising  the  Mayor  on  homeless  issues  and  for  coordinating 
departmental  activities  to  reduce  homelessness.  Currently,  this  office's  activities 
are  aimed  at  the  City  establishing  an  integrated  system  of  health  care,  housing, 
employment,  and  support  services  for  those  who  are  homeless  and  who  are  at 
risk  of  becoming  homeless.  This  office  reports  to  the  Mayor. 

The  Local  Board  —  Background 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development's  (HUD)  initiative  of 
April  1994  consolidated  grants  of  federal  homeless  funds  and  required  that  cities 
and  counties  establish  Local  Homeless  Coordinating  Boards  (Local  Boards)  to 
oversee  homeless  planning.  The  HUD  initiative  did  not  define  the  role  of  Local 
Boards  nor  provide  guidance  on  how  to  fulfill  this  mandate. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors'  resolution  of  August  1997  stated  that  the  Local  Board 
is  to  function  as  a  citywide  advisory  body  to  City  departments,  commissions,  and 
the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  authorizing  resolution  required  that  the  Local 
Board  ensure  compliance  with  the  Continuum  of  Care.  The  Board  is  mandated  to 
include  representatives  from  the  homeless,  formerly  homeless,  community, 
advocacy  organizations,  service-provider  agencies,  business  and  corporate 
sectors,  the  foundation  community,  the  Mayor's  Homeless  Coordinator,  and 
representatives  of  City  departments.  The  members  of  the  Local  Board  were 
sworn  in  during  January  1998.  There  are  34  members  on  the  Local  Board. 

The  purpose  of  the  Local  Board  is  to  ensure  a  unified  homeless  strategy  that  is 
supported  by  the  Mayor,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  City  departments,  nonprofit 
agencies,  homeless  and  formerly  homeless  people,  and  the  community  at  large. 
The  Local  Board  is  also  to  advise  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  on  annual 
homeless  funding  priorities  and  on  allocations  for  the  use  of  federal  and  state 
homeless  block-grant  funds. 


The  Continuum  of  Care  calls  for  the  Local  Board  to  play  a  central  role  in 
coordinating  communication  and  information  —  among  agencies,  existing 
housing  and  service  provider  organizations,  and  advocacy  coalitions  —  to  reduce 
duplication  of  effort  and  to  strengthen  the  effectiveness  of  citywide  planning.  To 
date,  the  priority  of  the  Local  Board  has  been  to  coordinate  the  preparation  of  an 
application  for  funding,  known  as  McKinney  funding,  from  HUD.  The  Local  Board 
proposed  the  following  priorities  for  funding  under  that  grant: 

•  permanent  housing  for  homeless  persons  with  disabilities 

•  appropriate  treatment  for  homeless  persons  with  substance-abuse  and/or 
mental-health  problems 

•  employment  services  for  homeless  persons  (including  job  training  and  job- 
retention  services). 


FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  Current  Administration  —  Findings 

CGJ,  throughout  this  investigation,  has  found  that  the  current  administration  has 
failed  to  provide  significant  public  leadership  in  regard  to  the  problem  of 
hornelessness.  This  failure  has  left  the  residents  of  San  Francisco  frustrated, 
disengaged  from  the  process,  and  apprehensive  about  the  issue.  Specifically, 
the  current  administration  has  not  indicated  a  clear  policy  on  how  the  City  will 
address  hornelessness;  instead  it  has  taken  a  noticeably  laissez-faire  approach. 
As  a  result,  the  development  of  policy  has  been  left  to  the  individual  departments, 
leading  to  problems  of  coordination,  management,  and  political  support.   In 
addition,  CGJ  has  found  that,  under  the  current  administration,  departments  and 
the  Local  Board  have  been  insufficiently  supported  in  the  development  and 
implementation  of  the  Continuum  of  Care. 

Mayor's  Office  on  Hornelessness  —  Findings 

The  Mayor's  Office  on  Hornelessness  has  four  employees:  one  full-time  director 
and  three  full-time  employees.  Annual  salaries  and  mandatory  fringe  benefits 
amount  to  $403,584,  and  are  funded  through  DHS  and  MOCD.  The  Director  of 
MOOH  serves  at  the  pleasure  of  the  Mayor  and  has  no  independent  authority 
over  departments  or  budgetary  allocations  (2). 

The  mission  of  MOOH  involves  a  range  of  tasks  and  responsibilities,  including 
coordinating  emergency  services,  managing  the  Mayor's  Homeless  Fund,  and 
providing  a  liaison  to  the  Local  Board.  MOOH  does  not  provide  any  direct 
homeless  services. 

MOOH  performs  an  annual  homeless  count,  the  first  of  which  occurred  on  April 
27,  2000.  CGJ  has  found  this  count  lacking  in  consistent,  scientific  methodology. 


MOOH  has  no  direct  accountability  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  Local  Board 
or  City  departments  for  its  actions,  directives,  or  decisions.  CGJ  has  found  this 
office  to  be  ineffectual  and  inconsistent  in  its  relations  with  other  City 
departments  and  the  Local  Board.  As  a  result,  CGJ  has  strong  concerns 
regarding  the  use  of  City  resources  for  this  office. 

The  Local  Board  —  Findings 

The  Local  Board  is  comprised  of  a  broad  range  of  committed,  sincere,  and 
experienced  people,  including  members  of  City  departments,  advocates,  service 
providers,  homeless,  and  formerly  homeless  individuals. 

Though  the  Local  Board  develops  an  annual  work  plan  and  fiscal  budget  to 
coincide  with  the  City  budget-planning  process,  it  has  not  produced  an  overall 
fiscal  projection  for  the  entire  five-year  plan. 

The  Local  Board  lacks  staffing,  training,  and  funding  to  fulfill  its  entire  mandate. 
As  a  result,  it  does  not  have  the  capability  or  the  necessary  skills  to  provide  fiscal 
and  legislative-analyses.  In  addition,  there  is  no  accountability  within  the  current 
organizational  structure  for  the  recommendations  of  the  Local  Board,  or  for  its 
relation  to  the  development  of  policy  and  legislation  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

The  Local  Board  lacks  representation  from  state  or  federal  officials.  Without 
representation  from  these  key  sectors,  the  Local  Board  is  not  able  to  effectively 
establish  and  analyze  homeless  policy,  or  successfully  advocate  at  a  state  and 
federal  level. 

The  Local  Board  has  difficulty  in  maintaining  consistent  attendance  for  its 
meetings,  often  resulting  in  an  inability  to  take  action  due  to  a  lack  of  a  quorum  of 
its  members.  CGJ  found  that  the  Local  Board  has  failed  to  encourage  consistent 
participation  and  membership  from  the  business  community.  In  addition,  CGJ 
believes  that  the  Local  Board  has  not  done  enough  to  encourage  the 
participation  of  homeless,  formerly  homeless,  and  extremely  low-income  people 
on  the  Local  Board.  CGJ  believes  that  involvement  from  both  of  these  sectors  is 
crucial  for  a  full,  representative  public  process. 

The  Civil  Grand  Jury  concurs  with  the  Department  of  Public  Health,  the 
Department  of  Human  Services,  and  the  Mayor's  Office  on  Homelessness  that  a 
new  Department  of  Homelessness  would  not  improve  homeless  services. 
(Attachment  B)  However,  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  has  consistently  found  a  lack  of 
accountability  in  decision-making,  leadership,  and  management.  These  findings 
have  led  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  to  recommend  changing  the  organizational 
structure  to  create  a  visible,  public,  and  accountable  process  that  is 
comparable  to  the  scale  of  homelessness. 

The  Civil  Grand  Jury  believes  that  the  current  structure  must  change. 


Recommendation  1a 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  should  initiate  a  Charter  Amendment  to  create  a 
department-level,  seven-member  Commission  on  Homelessness.  The 
Commission  would  be  charged,  but  not  limited,  to  do  the  following: 

•  Direct  and  oversee  the  implementation  and  monitoring  of  the  Continuum 
of  Care. 

•  Provide  oversight  and  accountability  for  the  Local  Board  and  the  Mayor's 
Office  on  Homelessness. 

•  Assume  the  responsibilities  and  duties  of  the  current  Mayor's  Office  on 
Homelessness.   In  addition,  the  Commission  would  be  responsible  for  the 
hiring  of  a  director  of  this  new  Office  on  Homelessness  and  of  monitoring 
the  activities  of  that  Office.  The  Office  on  Homelessness  would  continue 
the  current  responsibilities  of  MOOH,  but  with  a  greater  focus  on 
implementing  the  Continuum  of  Care,  and  would  provide  staffing  to  the 
Local  Board  and  the  Commission. 

•  Establish  a  clear,  accountable,  and  public  decision-making  process  for 
residents,  the  members  of  the  Local  Board,  City  departments,  service 
providers,  and  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

•  Provide  fiscal  accountability  by  reviewing  any  General  Fund  expenditures 
earmarked  for  homeless  programs.  This  would  be  mandated  and  the 
DPH,  DHS,  and  all  applicable  departments  that  fund  homeless  programs 
or  services  would  be  required  to  submit  information  to  the  Commission  for 
its  review. 

The  Commission  on  Homelessness  would  include  other  aspects: 

•  The  Local  Board  would  act  as  the  representative  body  of  this  Commission 
and  would  continue  with  its  current  mandate,  including  the  management  of 
the  federal  McKinney  funding.  Through  its  debate  and  valuable  public 
process,  the  Local  Board  would  make  recommendations  to  the 
Commission  for  final  action. 

•  Appointments  to  this  Commission  would  be  split  between  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  and  the  Mayor,  with  at  least  one  member  being  homeless  or 
formerly  homeless. 

•  The  Commission  would  not  take  over  the  administration  of  any  homeless 
programs,  which  would  remain  with  the  current  departments. 

•  The  Commission  would  have  sufficient  staff  to  provide  it  with  the  capability 
to  conduct  fiscal  and  policy  analyses  of  programs  and  legislation. 

Recommendation  1b 

Because  of  the  long-term  nature  of  solving  homelessness,  the  Mayor  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  should  consider  the  establishment  of  a  dedicated  source  of 
funding  for  homeless  services  and  for  low-income,  affordable  housing.  This 


funding  stream  could  be  modeled  on  1998's  Proposition  E  which  established 
baseline  funding  for  MUNI,  or  on  the  hotel  tax  which  provides  funding  for  the  arts. 


Required  Responses  — 

Board  of  Supervisors  -  90  days 
Local  Homeless  Coordinating  Board  -  60  days 
Mayor's  Office  on  Homelessness  -  60  days 
Office  of  the  Mayor  -  60  days 


Recommendation  2a 

The  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  fund  the  Local  Board  to  a  level 
that  would  allow  it  to  effectively  fulfill  its  mandate.  This  would  include  mandatory 
training  for  members,  the  hiring  of  full-time  dedicated  staff,  and  the  increasing  of 
its  capacity  to  conduct  fiscal  and  policy  analysis. 

Recommendation  2b 

The  Local  Board  should  prepare  an  annual  report  on  the  state  of  homelessness 
in  the  City,  including,  but  not  be  limited  to: 

•  identifying  gaps  in  services  provided  by  the  City 

•  providing  information  on  the  current  needs  of  the  homeless  population 

•  providing  documentation  on  the  services  that  are  provided. 

Recommendation  2c 

The  Local  Board,  in  coordination  with  other  City  departments,  should  take 
responsibility  for  the  performance  and  execution  of  a  broad-based  census,  using 
consistent,  scientific  methodology,  of  the  homeless  population  in  San  Francisco. 

Recommendation  2d 

The  Local  Board  should  develop  a  common  methodology  of  budgetary  reporting, 
with  regard  to  homeless  services,  from  all  applicable  City  departments.  The 
Local  Board  should  develop  a  five-year  fiscal  projection  for  the  Continuum  of 
Care. 

Recommendation  2e 

Consistent  with  the  Continuum  of  Care,  the  City  should  pay  all  members  of  the 
Local  Bpard  who  earn  less  than  $25,000  per  year  a  living-wage  stipend  for  their 
time  on  the  Board.  CGJ  believes  that  this  is  necessary  to  facilitate  and  to 


encourage  the  participation  of  people  who  are  homeless,  formerly  homeless,  and 
low-income  (3). 

Recommendation  2f 

The  Local  Board  should  identify  all  information,  data,  and  resources  needed  to 
fulfill  its  entire  mandate.  Responsibility  should  be  specifically  assigned  to  City 
departments  for  the  timely  gathering  and  submission  of  this  information. 

Recommendation  2g 

The  Local  Board  should  have  seats  for  involved  state  and  federal  officials. 
Additional  seats  could  include  a  representative  from  HUD. 

Recommendation  2h 

Appointments  to  the  Local  Board  should  be  distributed  between  the  Mayor  and 
the  Board  of  Supervisors. 


Required  Responses 

Board  of  Supervisors  -  90  days 
Local  Homeless  Coordinating  Board  -  60  days 
Mayor's  Office  on  Homelessness  -  60  days 
Office  of  the  Mayor  -  60  days  


INFORMATION  SYSTEMS 
Background 

At  present,  the  City  has  no  method  of  tracking  the  delivery  of  homeless-related 
social  services.  Instituting  a  tracking  system  has  been  highly  debated  in  San 
Francisco,  with  serious  concerns  over  privacy  issues,  civil  rights,  and  cost  of 
implementation.  Several  cities  have  instituted  some  version  of  a  comprehensive 
information  system  in  an  effort  to  provide  more  integrated  services,  collect  data, 
and  to  account  for  publicly  allocated  resources.  By  2004,  the  City  needs  to 
comply  with  a  HUD  requirement  that  all  cities  implement  a  homeless 
management  information  system  (HMIS). 

Findings  -  Information  Systems 

At  present,  there  is  no  method  of  assessing  how  many  individuals  access 
homeless  services  in  the  City.  As  a  result,  the  City  cannot  measure  the  number 
of  people  accessing  various  programs  or  determine  other  relevant  and  needed 
data.  This  leads  to  extensive  duplicate  counting  of  homeless  individuals,  and 


makes  it  difficult  to  provide  effective  and  integrated  services  or  to  develop  long- 
range  planning  and  assessment. 

Recommendation  3 

The  City  should  develop  an  integrated  informational  system  that  can  track 
participants  and  provide  the  homeless  population  with  improved  and  focused 
services  from  the  City  and  from  service  providers.  CGJ  recognizes  that 
information  sharing  of  this  type  is  controversial.  It  is  the  view  of  the  CGJ  that 
serious  consideration  should  be  given  to  a  system  similar  to  DPH's  "Reggie" 
system.  That  extensive  system  has  the  capability  of  safeguarding  extremely 
sensitive,  private  information;  participation  in  the  program  is  voluntary.  Such  a 
system  would  have  several  goals: 

•  Provide  a  higher  level  of  integrated  service  for  homeless  individuals, 
children,  and  families. 

•  Provide  a  way  of  assessing  what  needs  are  being  addressed  and  where 
more  resources  are  needed. 

•  Reduce  duplication  of  services. 

•  Provide  consistent,  accurate,  and  accessible  information  on  homeless 
services. 

•  Ensure  compliance  with  HUD's  required  implementation  of  an  HMIS. 


Required  Responses 

Department  of  Public  Health  - 

-  60  days 

Local  Homeless  Coordinating 

Board  -  60  days 

Mayor's  Office  on  Homelessness  -  60  days 

SHELTER  SYSTEM 

Background 

The  shelter  system  was  set  up  to  address  needs  of  the  homeless  who  were 
street  bound  or  using  emergency-care  facilities  as  shelters.  The  City's  ten 
shelters  provide  2081  beds  for  individuals  and  175  for  families.  The  cost  to 
operate  these  shelters  for  the  fiscal  year  2001-02  is  $6,455,957  (2). 

The  three  largest  shelters  offer  available  beds  through  a  lottery  system.  A 
shelter  stay  can  range  from  1  day  to  18  months.  Depending  on  the  shelter, 
individuals  either  have  access  to  a  bed  (with  a  small  storage  area  for  personal 
belongings),  cot,  or  a  mat  on  the  floor.  Most  shelters  have  a  check-in  and  check- 
out time.  The  time  of  arrival  can  determine  if  an  individual  receives  a  bed  for  the 
night.  Once  a  shelter  is  closed  for  the  evening,  there  are  no  in-and-out  privileges. 
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Shelter  System  —  Findings 

There  is  no  integrated  referral  database  system  to  ascertain  available  shelter 
beds  on  an  immediate,  up-to-date  basis.  Availability  is  checked  by  phone  with 
transportation  between  shelters  provided  by  the  Mobile  Assistance  Patrol  (MAP) 
vans. 

City  shelters  do  not  have  established  minimum  client-staff  ratios,  and  CGJ  found 
differences  in  client-staff  ratios  from  shelter  to  shelter.  In  addition,  there  are 
varying  levels  of  training  amongst  entry-level  staff. 

Living  conditions  at  City  shelters  vary  greatly  from  location  to  location;  CGJ  found 
vastly  differing  standards  of  care  within  the  shelter  system. 

CGJ  found  that  there  is  no  system  wide  "Bill  of  Rights"  for  shelter  participants.  In 
addition,  the  rules  of  participation  for  shelter  clients  vary  greatly  from  location  to 
location. 

CGJ  found  that  the  provision  of  reasonable  ADA  programmatic  access  is 
inconsistent  throughout  the  shelter  system.  CGJ  also  found  that  ADA 
architectural  access  compliance  is  inconsistent  and  requires  review. 

CGJ  has  found  that,  because  of  current  operating  policies  and  other  factors,  on 
any  given  night  there  may  be  a  number  of  empty,  unused  beds  within  the  shelter 
system. 

Recommendation  4a 

The  City  and  the  Local  Board  should  convene  involved  departments,  homeless 
advocates,  and  service  providers  in  order  to  develop  an  integrated,  central 
database  of  available  beds.  A  city-wide  referral  system  would  improve  access  to 
the  location  of  available  beds  on  any  given  night. 

Recommendation  4b 

The  Local  Board  and  City  departments  should  develop  minimum  standards  of 
operation  for  all  homeless  shelters. 

Recommendation  4c 

The  Local  Board  and  City  departments  should  develop  a  standard  "Bill  of  Rights" 
for  all  shelter  participants,  inform  participants  of  these  rights,  and  create  standard 
system-wide  operating  policies. 
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Recommendation  4d 

The  Local  Board  and  City  departments  should  develop  minimum  standards  of 
training  for  all  shelter  staff  and  establish  minimum  client-staff  ratios  throughout 
the  entire  shelter  system. 

Recommendation  4e 

The  Local  Board  and  City  departments  should  work  with  the  Mayor's  Office  on 
Disability  to  ensure  that  all  shelters,  including  the  expanded  winter  shelters,  are 
architecturally  ADA  compliant  in  addition  to  ensuring  reasonable  programmatic 
access  at  each  site  (5).  In  addition,  CGJ  recommends  that  the  Office  of  Contract 
Administration  work  with  the  MOD  to  ensure  that  all  homeless  service  contracts 
include  these  provisions. 

Recommendation  4f 

CGJ  concurs  with  the  Continuum  of  Care  and  strongly  recommends  that  the 
Local  Board  and  City  departments  convene  a  system-wide  shelter  monitoring 
committee  to  provide  oversight  for  shelter  conditions  and  standards  of  care  (3). 


Required  Responses  — 

Department  of  Human  Services  -  60  days 
Department  of  Public  Health  -  60  days 
Local  Homeless  Coordinating  Board  -  60  days 
Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  -  60  days 
Mayor's  Office  on  Homelessness  -  60  days 
Office  of  Contract  Administration  -  60  days 


PUBLIC  EDUCATION 

Background 

In  regard  to  highly  charged  issues,  such  as  homelessness,  public  education  often 
can  be  a  keystone  for  engaging  the  greater  population  and  encouraging  public 
participation.  Public  education  campaigns  on  HIV/AIDS  prevention,  drunken 
driving/alcohol  abuse,  and  anti-smoking  are  examples  of  the  positive  effects  that 
public  education  campaigns  can  have  in  combating  misperceptions  and 
stereotypes,  while  increasing  knowledge  and  understanding. 
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Findings  -  Public  Education 

The  current  Administration,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  City  departments  have 
provided  minimal  public  education  regarding  the  complexities  of  homelessness, 
its  root  causes  and  the  status  of  the  City's  efforts.  In  addition,  the  City  has  not 
responded  consistently  to  the  numerous  negative  articles  and  interviews  in  the 
media. 

There  is  no  coordination  among  departments  as  to  how  to  handle  this  vital  aspect 
of  the  homeless  problem.  CGJ  has  found  that,  despite  the  City's  broad  and 
expansive  efforts  to  address  homelessness,  the  general  public  has  little  or  no 
knowledge  about  the  causes  of  homelessness  or  the  services  the  City  now 
provides. 

Recommendation  5 

The  Mayor,  Local  Board,  Board  of  Supervisors,  advocates,  service  providers, 
and  major  City  departments  need  to  initiate  a  major  public  education  effort  about 
homelessness  and  the  reality  of  poverty  in  San  Francisco.  This  campaign  should 
cover  but  not  be  limited  to  the  following  areas: 

•  the  historical  and  root  causes  of  poverty  and  homelessness 

•  the  history  and  status  of  the  City's  past  and  current  efforts  in  combating 
homelessness 

•  the  involvement  of  the  public  in  developing  solutions. 


Required  Responses  - 

Board  of  Supervisors  -  90  days 
Department  of  Human  Services  -  60  days 
Department  of  Public  Health  -  60  days 
Local  Homeless  Coordinating  Board  -  60  days 
Mayor's  Office  on  Homelessness  -  60  days 
Office  of  the  Mayor  -  60  days 


Summary  of  Required  Responses 

Board  of  Supervisors  -  Recommendations  1a,  1b,  2a,  2h,  and  5 
Department  of  Public  Health  -  Recommendations  1a,  3,  4b,  4c,  4d, 

4e,  4f,  and  5 
Department  of  Human  Services  -  Recommendations  1a,  4b,  4c,  4d, 

4e,  4f,  and  5 
Office  of  the  Mayor-  Recommendations  1a,  1b,  2a,  2h,  and  5 
Local  Homeless  Coordinating  Board  -  Recommendations  1a,  2a,  2b, 

2c,  2d,  2e,  2f,  2g,  2h,  3,  4a,  4b,  4c,  4d,  4e,  4f,  and  5 
Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  -  4e 

Mayor's  Office  on  Homelessness  -  1a,  2a,  3,  4a,  4b,  4c,  4d,  and  4f 
Office  of  Contract  Administration  -  4e 
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ATTACHMENT  A  —  SOURCES 

1  Homeless  Deaths  Identified  from  Medical  Examiner  Records 

December  1997-November  1998 
http://www.dph.sf.ca.us/Repnrts/Homeless/RptHomeless98.pdf 

December  1996-November  1997 
http://www.dph.sf.ca.us/Rennrts/Homeless/RptHomeless97.pdf 

2  Homeless  Survey  2001-2002,  Budget  Analyst 

http://sfaov.orq/budanalvst/hnmeless/homeless  survey2001-02.htm 

3  Continuum  of  Care:  A  Five-Year  Strategic  Plan  for  Homeless  Services 

2001-2006 

http://sfaov.ora/lhcb/repnrts/coc032301.htm 

4  Mayor's  Office  on  Homelessness  -  Homeless  Count  Report 

http://sfaov.ora/homfiless/count.htm 

5  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  pamphlet 

Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  -  An  Overview  of  Programmatic  Access 
Requirements  for  City  Contractors 

OTHFR  INFORMATION*!    INTERNET  LINKS 

Controller's  Office:  Performance  Audit  of  Homeless  Services  (May  2002) 
http://sfgov.ora/controller/Audits/hs.pdf 

Letter  from  Budget  Analyst  to  Local  Board 

http7/sfqov.org/budanalvst/letterlhr,h/index.htm 

Local  Homeless  Coordinating  Board 
http://sfgov.org/lhcb/ 

Mayor's  Office  on  Homelessness 
http://sfaov.org/homeless/ 


ATTACHMENT  B 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


[IS 


RA?iC(SC' 
ZilGIOC:  26   PH  2=  30 

October  26,  2001 

Ms.  Gloria  Young 
Cleric  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
1  Carleton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA.  94102 

RE:  Board  Inquiry  No.  20010924-004 

Comments  on  the  Proposed  Department  of  Homelessness 

Dear  Ms.  Young: 

We  are  writing  collectively  in  response  to  Supervisor  Tom  Ammiano's  request  that  the  Mayor's 
Office  on  Homelessness  (MOOH),  Department  of  Human  Services  (DHS)  and  the  Department  of 
Public  Health  (DPH)  comment  on  the  formation  of  a  Department  of  Homelessness  to  coordinate 
City  services  to  homeless  individuals. 

The  Mayor's  Office  on  Homelessness  works  with  the  Local  Homeless  Coordinating  Board,  city 
departments  and  city  funded  agencies  who  receive  money  for  homeless  services  to  ensure  that 
services  are  coordinated  and  operating  smoothly.  The  annual  Homeless  Count  is  organized  and 
run  by  MOOH. 

Both  DPH  and  DHS  serve  important  roles  in  the  delivery  of  services  to  the  homeless  in  San 
Francisco,  as  well  as  those  at  risk  of  homelessness.  DHS's  Housing  and  Homeless  Division 
provides  services  along  the  Continuum  of  Care  for  homeless  adults,  families  and  youth  including 
eviction  prevention,  emergency  shelter,  transitional  housing,  and  permanent  supportive  housing. 
In  addition,  many  other  programs  provide  services  and  benefits  for  the  homeless  or  those  at  risk 
of  homelessness.  DHS  has  a  number  of  programs  that  directly  benefit  the  homeless,  but  are 
funded  and  operated  or  directly  linked  with  other  divisions.  A  few  examples  include  the  hotel 
master  lease  program  for  PAES  and  SSIP  clients,  rental  subsidies  and  supportive  housing  for 
CalWORKs  clients,  In  Home  Supportive  Services  for  persons  in  shelter  and  transitional  housing 
for  foster  youth.  The  Department  of  Human  Services  has  been  successful  in  using  non-county 
funds  to  support  many  of  these  programs  because  they  are  a  part  of  state  or  federally  funded 
services. 

The  Department  of  Public  Health  provides  health  care  for  all  San  Franciscans  through  a 
comprehensive  network  of  providers  with  a  special  emphasis  on  serving  the  city's  most 
vulnerable  populations,  the  uninsured  and  homeless.  DPH  offers  mental  health  and  substance 
abuse  services  at  shelters,  drop  in  centers,  community  agencies  and  on  the  streets.  Tom  Waddell 
Health  Center  in  the  Civic  Center  area  provides  primary  health  care  services  for  the  homeless 
population.  The  Department's  outreach  teams,  the  First  Response  Team,  the  HOPE  team  and 
MOST  team  reach  homeless  individuals  living  on  the  street  and  in  shelters  to  link  them  to  mental 
health  and  substance  abuse  services.  DPH  operates  two  homeless  shelters  and  provides  wrap 
around  support  services  for  the  shelters  run  by  DHS.  In  addition,  DPH  operates  Direct  Access  to 

(415)557-5000  P.O.  Box  7988  San  Francisco,  California  94120 


Housing  a  unique  program  that  renovates  run  down  SRO's  identifying  under-utilized  buildings, 
master  leasing  them  and  renovating  them  in  order  to  provide  clean,  safe  and  stable  housing  for 
people  living  on  the  street  and  revolving  through  shelters  and  medical  systems.  The  program 
provides  residents  with  the  chance  to  regain  stability  and  control  over  their  lives  with  on  site 
social  workers  and  nurses.  Since  its  inception  in  1998  DPH  has  master  leased  5  sites  providing 
exits  from  homelessness  by  adding  401  rooms  to  the  City's  low  income  housing  supply. 

In  the  City's  efforts  to  improve  the  coordination  of  services  to  the  homeless  MOOH  and  DHS 
hold  joint  weekly  planning  meetings.  All  three  departments  meet  on  a  regular  basis  to  discuss 
specific  initiatives.  In  addition  we  meet  regularly  with  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Housing,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency,  the  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority,  the  Mayor's  Office  of 
Community  Development  and  other  departments  as  needed. 

Areas  of  collaboration  include: 

1 .  Emergency  response  efforts  following  a  fire.  MOOH,  DHS  and  DPH  work  jointly  to  provid 
shelter,  case  management,  counseling,  access  to  medical/financial  benefits  primary  and 
mental  health  care,  and  housing  placement  for  residents  displaced  by  fires. 

2.  Emergency  shelter  support  services.  DPH  and  DHS  coordinate  case  management,  mental 
health  and  substance  abuse  services  in  the  family  and  single  adult  emergency  shelters.  The 
two  departments  co-locate  services  and  work  together  to  provide  appropriate  referrals  and 
health  care  for  families  and  adults  in  our  emergency  shelters. 

3 .  The  new  Mission  Neighborhood  Resource  Center  is  a  joint  project  between  DHS  and  DPH  t 
provide  comprehensive  health  and  case  management  services  to  homeless  and  at-risk 
populations  at  one  site. 

4.  Street  Outreach.  The  DHS  Homeless  Services  Team  coordinates  referrals  and  case 
management  with  the  DPH  MOST  and  HOPE  teams  to  provide  coordinated  outreach  to 
homeless  people  on  the  streets.  Over  the  past  year,  the  role  of  various  outreach  workers  has 
been  clarified  and  access  to  services  has  been  simplified. 

5.  Eviction  prevention  at  Housing  Authority  sites.  DHS  has  developed  a  collaborative  with  the 
San  Francisco  Housing  Authority  and  Catholic  Charities  to  provide  on-site  housing 
counseling,  case  management  services  and  rental  assistance  grants  to  assist  families  in 
preventing  eviction. 

6.  Joint  grant  applications.  Recently,  DHS  and  DPH  took  the  lead  in  coordinating  the  City's 
efforts  to  submit  a  joint  application  for  new  supportive  housing  funds  through  the  State's 
Supportive  Housing  Initiative  Act. 

7.  Active  participation  in  the  Local  Homeless  Coordinating  Board.  DPH,  DCYF,  DAAS, 
MCJC,  MOCD,  DHS,  MOH  and  The  Mayor's  Office  of  Homelessness  all  actively 
participate  in  the  Local  Homeless  Coordinating  Board  to  ensure  collaboration  and 
cooperation  with  the  community  in  the  development  of  the  City's  annual  McKinney 
Supportive  Housing  Program  grant  application. 

8.  Supportive  Housing  Development  There  is  ongoing  coordination  and  regular  meetings 
between  the  service  flinders:  DHS  and  DPH;  and  the  capital  funders:  MOH,  SFRA  and 
MOCD  regarding  the  development  of  supportive  housing.  As  applications  for  capital  funds 
are  approved,  DHS  and  DPH  work  closely  with  the  applicant  and  the  capital  funding  agency 
to  ensure  adequate  service  delivery  and  funding  for  these  programs. 


This  increased  communication  has  led  to  successful  changes  in  San  Francisco's  homeless  service 
delivery  system.  While  there  are  occasionally  different  approaches  and  there  is  always  room  for 
improvement,  we  have  made  great  progress  in  the  past  two  years. 

Our  Departments  are  already  working  collaboratively.  As  noted  above,  both  DPH  and  DHS  have 
linkages  within  our  departments  to  support  the  homeless  through  a  wide  array  of  services.  If 
some  of  those  services  are  removed,  the  linkages  could  be  weakened.  In  addition,  we  would  lose 
many  opportunities  to  leverage  state  or  federal  funding  to  provide  services  to  the  homeless    At 
the  state  and  federal  levels,  we  have  observed  a  trend  to  mainstream  homeless  services  into  other 
programs.  The  funding  streams  that  are  dedicated  for  homeless  services  appear  to  be  shrinking  or 
disappearing  altogether.    In  their  place,  local  jurisdictions  are  able  to  use  funds  from  sources  as 
varied  as  the  VA,  TANF,  Medi-Cal,  FQHC  and  Criminal  Justice  grants  to  serve  the  homeless. 
We  believe  we  will  have  more  success  -  financially  and  programmatically  -  in  addressing  the 
root  causes  of  homelessness  if  the  services  to  this  population  become  more  integrated  with 
existing  anti-poverty  and  health-promotion  programs  rather  than  treating  the  homeless  differently 
from  other  poor  and  needy  San  Franciscans.  Based  on  this  information  we  do  not  believe  that  a 
new  Department  of  Homelessness  would  improve  services  to  the  homeless  in  San  Francisco. 
Thank  you  for  allowing  us  to  highlight  our  programs  and  provide  input  in  the  legislative  process. 


Sincerely, 

Trent  Rhorerr^l  ffi"       Mitchell  H.  KfcM^  George  Smith  UT3>J[  W, 

Director,  Human  Services       Director,  Health  Director,  Office  of  Homeless 

cc:  Supervisor  Tom  Ammiano 


ATTACHMENT  C 


Local  Homeless  Coordinating  Board 

Regular  Meeting  -  April  8,  2002 

IV.   Homeless  Count  Number  will  be  defined  as  the  following 
from  October  25th  Homeless  Count: 

Street  Count  =  3,156 

Shelters  /  Transitional  =  2,451 

Residential  Treatment  =  739 

Jail  =  959 

DPH  beds  (not  in  MOOH  report)  =1,160 

SRO's  =  1,079 

Total  =  9,544 


ATTACHMENT  D 
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400  McAllister  St.,  Room  008 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

sfgov.org/courts/grndjury 

415-551-3605 

William  G.  Bowcn 
Foreman 

Delia  F.  Ehrlich 

Secretary 

Jane  A-  Hebler 
Foreperson  pro  tem 

Gwen  Bouzon 

Dr.  Ernest  Brown 

Lawrence  Chan 

Martin  Eng 

John  F.  Hencz 

Agar  Jaicks 

Willa  Jefferson-Stokes 

Kenn  Jones 

Danyelle  Marshall-Randall 

Quintin  Mecke 

Jack  Mona 

Sara  J.  Segal 

Matthew  C.  Sheridan 

Arlene  K.  Singer 

Agnes  G.  Summers 

Julia  Viera 


Superior  (ftourt  at  California 
©aunty  of  £>nn  Jffrancifico 

(Etutl  (Srand  dJury 


June  6,  2002 


Dear  Judge  Quidachay: 

Enclosed  are  the  fifth  and  sixth  reports  of  the  2001-  2002 
San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury: 

Hunters  Point  Naval  Shipyard 

recommending  steps  to  ensure 
environmental  safety,  prioritize  economic 
development,  and  improve  communications 
with  the  local  community;  and 

The  San  Francisco  Adult  Probation 
Department  calling  for  increased  emphasis 
on  functions  that  can  reduce  recidivism  and 
accelerated  movement  toward  community- 
based  probation  programs. 

Thank  you  for  your  continuing  support  and  that  of  the  Court  staff. 


Sincerely, 

William  G.  Bowen,  Foreperson 
San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury 


HUNTERS  POINT  NAVAL 
SHIPYARD 


REPORT  RELEASED  JUNE  13,  2002 


GLOSSARY 


ATSDR 

BRAC 

BVHP 

CAC 

CERCLA 


CGJ 

City 

DOD 

DEnv 

DPH 

FFA 

FOST 

HPS 

HPSRP 

MOA 

MOED 

NPL 

PAC 

RAB 

SFRA 


Agency  for  Toxic  Substances  and  Disease  Registry  (federal) 

Base  Realignment  and  Closure  Act  (federal) 

Bayview  Hunters  Point 

Mayor's  Hunters  Point  Citizen's  Advisory  Committee 

Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 

Compensation  and  Liability  Act  (federal)  -  known  popularly 

as  "Superfund" 

Civil  Grand  Jury  (San  Francisco) 

San  Francisco  City  and  County 

(U.S.)  Department  of  Defense 

Department  of  the  Environment  (San  Francisco) 

Department  of  Public  Health  (San  Francisco) 

Federal  Facilities  Agreement 

Finding  of  Suitability  to  Transfer 

Hunters  Point  Naval  Shipyard 

Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Redevelopment  Plan 

Memorandum  of  Agreement 

Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Development 

National  Priorities  List 

Project  Area  Committee 

Restoration  Advisory  Board 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 


TERMINOLOGY 


Superfund  —  the  federal  law  known  as  CERCLA 


sustainable  development 


meeting  the  economic  development,  community 
revitalization  and  environmental  needs  of  the 
present  without  sacrificing  the  ability  of  future 
generations  to  meet  these  needs. 


HUNTERS  POINT  NAVAL  SHIPYARD 


OVERVIEW 


Throughout  southeast  San  Francisco's  Bayview  Hunters  Point  (BVHP) 
community  there  has  been  much  controversy,  fear,  and  often  misinformation 
surrounding  the  protracted  and  difficult  process  of  preparing  for  the  transfer  of 
the  former  Hunters  Point  Naval  Shipyard  (HPS)  to  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  (City)  and  to  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  (SFRA), 
under  the  federal  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  Act  (BRAC).  HPS,  in  a  prime 
urban  location  along  San  Francisco  Bay,  must  never  again  experience  the 
environmental  degradation  of  past  uses.  Because  of  the  importance  of  the  site  to 
the  City,  and  the  length  of  time  it  has  taken  to  meet  schedules  for  the  property 
clean  up  and  transfer,  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  (CGJ)  sought  to  clarify  information 
related  to  this  site. 

Community  distrust  of  the  public  agencies  charged  with  managing  the  clean  up, 
turnover,  and  development  of  this  prime  real  estate  is  the  result  of  — 

•  incomplete  information 

•  complex  toxic  testing  requirements 

•  unexplained  fires 

•  failure  to  study  and/or  explain  cluster  illnesses  among  nearby  long- 
term  residents 

•  lack  of  a  robust  local  hiring  program 

•  escalating  costs 

•  missed  deadlines. 

CGJ  found  that  —  under  BRAC  and  the  federal  Superfund  law  (i.e.,  the 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation  and  Liability  Act 
[CERCLA])  —  the  transfer  negotiations  and  toxic  clean  up  are  progressing  in  a 
more  orderly  and  controlled  manner  than  public  perception  would  indicate. 
Recently  federal,  state,  and  City  agencies  have  begun  working  jointly  to  remedy 
the  gaps  in  public  information  and  continue  to  solicit  and  act  upon  community 
input.  Congressional  support  has  secured  additional  clean-up  funding  for  the 
Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  and  local,  federal,  and  community  leaders  are 
working  to  hasten  the  clean  up  and  transfer. 

With  these  encouraging  changes  in  an  oft-delayed  process,  the  CGJ  is  making 
recommendations  to  those  governmental  entities  in  San  Francisco  which  are 
central  to  the  work  on  this  multi-faceted  effort: 

Board  of  Supervisors 

Department  of  the  Environment  (DEnv) 

Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH) 

Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Development  (MOED) 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  (SFRA) 


CGJ  recommends  that  the  City  — 

>     Establish  a  clearinghouse  for  information  on  jobs,  serving  both  employers 
and  potential  employees.  Such  a  clearinghouse  should  coordinate  with  all 
other  City  resources  to  identify  training  needs  and  possible  programs. 

'%  Create  a  central  public  information  office  to  provide  up-to-date  progress 
reports  and  to  bridge  information  gaps  between  public  advisory  boards  and 
federal  and  local  community  bodies. 

Make  certain  that  future  developers'  plans  include  an  economic  commitment 
and  priority  consideration  for  industrial  development  which  will  provide  jobs 
for  southeast  sector  residents,  before,  or  in  conjunction  with  the  residential 
development.  Placing  the  first  priority  on  economic  development  will  give 
BVHP  job  seekers  the  chance  to  earn  steady  incomes  early  enough  to  be 
capable  and  ready  to  purchase  some  of  the  anticipated  new  housing. 

Using  commonly  accepted  scientific  techniques,  document  and  evaluate 
any  evidence  of  clustered  environmental  illnesses  among  residents  of 
BVHP  and  compare  that  data  with  similar  communities  near  other  Superfund 
sites.  The  DPH  should  identify  what  testing  or  monitoring  can  be  done,  with 
reliance  on  federal  and  state  expertise  and  information. 

Demonstrate  commitment  to  environmental  compliance  and  pollution 
prevention  by  ensuring  that  no  aspect  of  the  reuse  of  HPS  will  endanger  the 
health  and  well-being  of  the  BVHP  community.  HPS  should  be  a  model  of 
sustainable  development  in  both  residential  and  industrial  reuse 


BACKGROUND 

HPS  has  a  legacy  of  toxic  contamination,  including  radioactive  waste. 

The  HPS  site  was  established  in  the  1860s  as  the  Pacific  Coast's  first  dry  dock. 
The  use  of  the  installation  by  the  Navy  —  to  construct,  maintain,  and  repair  ships 
—  began  in  1919;  the  Navy  purchased  the  site  in  1939.  The  Shipyard  was 
equipped  to  pull  a  90,000-ton  aircraft  carrier  out  of  the  water  for  maintenance. 

During  WWII  and  the  1950s,  the  Navy's  activities  at  HPS  included 
decontamination  and  disposition  (including  sandblasting  the  hulls  of  surface 
ships  and  submarines)  of  ships  which  were  exposed  to  radiation  during  the 
nuclear  weapons  tests  in  the  South  Pacific.  Operations  at  the  facility  over  many 
decades  generated  a  wide  variety  of  liquid  and  solid  wastes.  As  the  shipyard 
was  expanded,  the  adjacent  Hunters  Point  ridge,  a  serpentine  rock  formation, 


was  cut  down  to  fill  the  shoreline,  and  that  fill  contains  some  naturally  occurring 
toxins. 

The  facility  was  used  for  naval  ordnance  training  exercises,  radiological  defense 
research,  and  research  on  human  exposure  to  radioactive  fallout.  It  housed  the 
Naval  Radiological  Defense  Laboratory  which  studied  nuclear  weapons  effects 
and  was  operational  from  1946  until  1969. 

Ffom  1976  to  1987,  the  site  was  leased  to  a  private  enterprise,  which  eventually 
was  charged  and  convicted  by  federal  authorities  of  numerous  violations  of  laws 
pertaining  to  safeguards  for  toxic  substances. 

In  1989,  the  site  was  placed  on  the  federal  government's  National  Priorities  List 
(NPL)  of  the  nation's  worst  toxic  sites. 

In  1991 ,  the  DOD  selected  HPS  for  closure.  In  1993,  pursuant  to  BRAC,  plans 
for  transferring  the  property  to  the  City  began.  The  Hunters  Point  Shipyard 
Redevelopment  Plan,  dated  July  14,  1997,  provides  the  framework  for  reuse  and 
development  and  divides  the  entire  site  into  six  parcels  (A-F)  in  order  to  expedite 
clean  up  and  transfer  to  the  City. 

Various  events  have  contributed  to  the  community's  concerns  and  mistrust  — 

•  undisclosed  landfill  fires 

•  previously  undetected  radioactive  contamination  and  toxic  gas  releases 

•  missed  deadlines 

•  lack  of  clear  and  available  information  about  the  contamination  conditions 
on  the  site. 

Environmental  and  health  concerns,  as  well  as  economic  vitality  and  community 
involvement,  provide  challenges  to  all  parties  involved  in  the  base  closure  and 
reuse  processes  at  HPS. 

The  preparation  for  turnover  of  HPS  to  civilian  use  is  complex.  Under  federal 
regulations,  the  City  government  is  not  a  party  to  the  1992  Federal  Facilities 
Agreement  (FFA)  which  sets  forth  clean-up  schedules  and  mandates  actions  by 
the  involved  regulatory  agencies: 

(California)  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control 

(California)  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 

U.S.  Department  of  Defense 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

U.S.  Navy 

Implementation  of  the  HPS  Redevelopment  Project  hinges  upon  the  successful 
environmental  remediation  efforts  by  the  Navy  and  the  regulatory  agencies. 


The  Navy  and  the  City  signed  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  on 
November  3,  2000,  (amended  on  January  23,  2002)  to  clarify  issues  related  to 
the  clean  up  and  transfer,  and  to  set  forth  a  schedule  for  the  process.  Partial 
conveyance  of  the  property,  by  parcel,  was  authorized  in  a  1997  Congressional 
"early  transfer"  decision  that  allows  the  military  to  transfer  land  before  completing 
the  Superfund  clean-up  process.  A  "Finding  of  Suitability  to  Transfer"  (FOST)  is 
a  public  process  which  requires  consent  of  regulatory  agencies  and  full  public 
hearings.  Public  comment  on  the  FOST  (Revision  2)  for  Parcel  A,  ended-  on  May 
28,  2002.  If  approved  by  the  City,  transfer  is  expected  by  the  end  of  this  year. 

In  November  2000,  San  Francisco  voters  approved  a  Declaration  of  Policy 
(Proposition  P)  which  expressed  concerns  about  the  clean  up  of  the  toxic 
contamination  at  HPS.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  Resolution  634-01  on 
Jul/  30,  2001 ,  adopting  Prop.  P  as  official  City  policy  for  the  environmental 
remediation  of  HPS,  and  calling  for  the  prompt  and  thorough  clean  up  of  the 
Shipyard. 

Community  acceptance  is  one  of  the  Superfund's  guiding  criteria  for  selecting 
clean-up  remedies.  The  community-involvement  process  pursuant  to  federal 
base  closure  requirements  establishes  a  Restoration  Advisory  Board  (RAB)  to 
address  issues  related  to  clean  up.  The  Navy  is  the  lead  agency  for  the  RAB 
which  includes  local,  state,  federal,  community  organization  representatives,  and 
local  residents.  Another  community  involvement  group,  the  Mayor's  Hunter  Point 
Shipyard  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  (CAC),  is  actively  involved  in  the  planning 
process  for  reuse  of  the  site.  A  third  group,  the  Project  Area  Committee  (PAC) 
led  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  will  oversee  all  HPS  development  and 
planning  issues  for  the  greater  southeast  sector  of  the  City.  SFRA  selected 
Lennar/BVHP  as  the  master  developer  for  the  site  and  negotiations  for  that 
contract  are  in  progress.  It  will  be  at  least  mid-2004  or  2005  before  infrastructure 
is  in  place  and  development  construction  projects  begin. 

The  toxic  clean-up  effort  has  cost  over  $225  million  and  is  not  finished.  It  has 
been  plagued  by  unexpected  events  and  discoveries  (including  unreported 
landfill  fires,  toxic  gas  releases,  suspected  underground  migrations,  and 
radioactive  contamination). 

The  Navy  estimates  that  all  remedial  actions  at  all  parcels  will  be  complete  by 
2007. 

Current  plans  for  transfer  of  the  parcels  and  proposed  reuses  pursuant  to  the 
1997  SFRA's  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Redevelopment  Plan  are  — 

Parcel  A  (88  acres)  -         proposed  transfer  by  the  end  of  2002 
former  use  —  mainly  military  housing 

proposed  reuse  —   residential 


Parcel  B  (66  acres)  - 
former  use  — 
proposed  reuse 

Parcel  C  (79  acres)  — 
former  use  — 
proposed  reuse 


Parcel  D(125  acres)  — 
former  use  — 
proposed  reuse 

Parcel  E  (135  acres)  — 


former  use  — 
proposed  reuse 


proposed  transfer  by  the  end  of  2003 
industrial,  commercial,  and  office 
mixed  use  which  may  include  residential 

will  not  be  ready  for  transfer  until  2004  or  2005 
maritime,  industrial,  commercial 
industrial,  and  research  and  development  (may 
include  residential) 

may  be  ready  for  transfer  in  2003 
industrial,  commercial,  office,  maritime 
primarily  industrial  (may  include  residential) 

undergoing  additional  studies;  a  feasibility 

study  is  expected  by  2003;  estimated  transfer 

date  is  2004  or  2005 

open  space  and  landfill 

primarily  open  space  and  industrial  (may 

include  mixed  use  for  research  and 

development,  and  residential). 


Parcel  F  (443  acres  of  underwater  property  in  San  Francisco  Bay)  — 

undergoing  additional  studies;  estimated 
transfer  date:  2004  or  later. 
former  use  —  maritime 

proposed  reuse  —   maritime 


INVESTIGATIVE  PROCESS 

Interviews  were  conducted  with  representatives  from  — 
Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Development 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
San  Francisco  Port  Commission 
Mayor's  Hunters  Point  Citizen's  Advisory  Committee 
San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health 
San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 
Bayview  Hunters  Point  Community  Advocates 
ArcEcology 

Communities  for  a  Better  Environment 
Restoration  Advisory  Board 
the  BVHP  community 


Reference  materials  (See  Attachment  1)  were  reviewed  and  discussed. 


FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Finding  1 

RAB,  CAC,  and  PAC  do  not  work  together  and  do  not  have  a  direct  process  for 
communication.  This  lack  of  a  coordinated  communications  mechanism  weakens 
the  information  flow  to  the  community,  and  often  leads  to  disorganized  and 
ineffective  public  outreach  efforts.  This  situation  contributes  to  community 
mistrust  and  a  lack  of  understanding  of  issues,  including  knowledge  about 
progress  and  positive  efforts  toward  reuse. 

Recommendation  1 

The  City  should  immediately  establish  a  permanent  economic  development  and 
public  information  office,  and  should  locate  this  office  at  the  gates  to  the 
shipyard.  (CGJ  notes  that  Building  19  is  of  a  size  and  location  suitable  for  this 
purpose.)  This  office  should  act  as  a  clearinghouse  to  facilitate  information  and 
communication  between  employers  and  job  seekers,  and  to  provide  referrals  to 
sources  for  technical  training,  as  well  as  for  business  education  and  financing. 
This  center  could  serve  as  the  hub  for  obtaining  progress  reports,  media 
releases,  information,  and  notices  of  site  tours,  as  well  as  providing  space  for 
community  outreach. 

Required  Responses  - 

Board  of  Supervisors  -  90  days 

Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Development  -  60  days 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  -  60  days 


Finding  2 

The  development  of  HPS  —  bordered  by  one  of  the  most  economically 
depressed  areas  of  San  Francisco  —  could  bring  jobs  and  economic  benefit  to 
the  community.  There  need  to  be  strong  assurances  that  BVHP  residents  are 
not  locked  out  of  the  jobs,  contracts,  and  ownership  that  are  part  of  the 
development  of  homes  and  businesses.  Some  efforts  have  been  made  to 
encourage  local  training  and  hiring  by  on-site  contractors;  however,  these  efforts 
should  be  strengthened.  Jobs  in  the  planned  industrial  development  at  HPS 
would  provide  the  means  for  some  BVHP  residents  to  afford  homes  in  the 
planned  residential  developments 


Recommendation  2a 

Policies  and  Objectives  18  and  19  —  as  proposed  in  the  HPS  Area  Plan  of  the 
General  Plan  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Draft,  April  8,  1997  —  i.e., 
"Provide  employment,  business  and  entrepreneurial  opportunities  for  Bayview 
Hunters  Point  residents  and  businesses"  and  "Provide  education  and  job  training 
opportunities  for  Bayview  Hunter  Point  residents,"  must  be  implemented.  The 
City  should  ensure  job  availability  for  BVHP  residents  —  at  both  industrial  and  ' 
residential  developments  at  HPS  —  and  commit  to  accessibility  of  business  and 
affordable  residential  opportunities.  The  parcel-by-parcel  conveyance  and 
development  should  proceed  only  with  an  understanding  of  the  interrelationships 
of  the  development  and  reuse  of  the  parcels.  Economic  development  should  be 
timed  so  that  BVHP  workers  are  able  to  afford  some  of  the  new  housing  in  their 
community. 

Required  Responses  - 

Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Development  -  60  days 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  -  60  days 

Recommendation  2b 

The  MOA  between  the  Navy  and  the  City  should  be  amended  to  include  training 
and  hiring  for  the  community  to  ensure. employment  in  clean-up  and  development 
activities. 


Required  Responses - 

Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Development  -  60  days 


Finding  3 

Concerning  the  nature  and  extent  of  health  hazards  at  HPS,  there  appears  to  be 
no  agreement  among  DPH,  the  Federal  and  State  agencies,  community 
organizations,  and  the  media.  Direct  communication  among  all  governmental 
agencies  needs  strengthening.  Lack  of  complete  data  and  incomplete 
documentation  of  the  extent  of  toxics  (known  as  "site  characterization") 
exacerbates  the  level  of  community  mistrust.  The  Navy  has  recently  (March 
2002)  released  a  draft  of  an  assessment  report  on  the  historical  programs  of  the 
former  Naval  Radiological  Laboratory  at  HPS,  which  is  suspected  of  careless 
handling  of  radioactive  materials.  Full  public  vetting  of  this  report  has  not 
occurred. 


Recommendation  3 

DPH  should  review  what  testing  and  monitoring  of  the  HPS  site  has  been 
completed  or  is  underway,  and  should  identify  what  additional  evaluations  must 
be  made.  Using  federal  and  state  expertise  and  information,  the  City  should 
work  with  the  Navy  and  environmental  regulators  to  review  available  test  data  in 
determining  whether  collection,  ventilatfon,  and/or  treatment  systems  are 
warranted  at  the  site.    Further,  the  City  should  clarify  issues,  such  as  — 

•  what  effect  the  cap  on  the  landfill  has  had  on  pathways  for  methane 
gas  and/or  other  contaminants  or  compounds 

•  whether  public  health  and/or  the  environment  might  be  adversely 
impacted  by  the  landfill  cap. 

DEnv,  MOED  and  SFRA  should  work  with  the  Navy  and  environmental 
regulators  to  complete  a  comprehensive  site  characterization.  A  clear  schedule 
for  this  effort  should  be  provided  to  the  public.  A  full  discussion  of  the  Navy's 
Historical  Radiological  Assessment  (Volume  II  Draft,  March  2002)  is  needed. 
The  community  should  be  provided  with  information  and  practical  advice  In 
layman's  language.  There  should  be  continuing  efforts  to  strengthen  community 
understanding  of  the  goals,  principles,  and  limitations  of  risk  assessment.  Expert 
testimony  must  be  so  presented  that  it  empowers  residents  to  become  informed 
decision  makers;  media  inaccuracies  must  be  promptly  rebutted.  The  National 
Institutes  of  Health's  "Consensus  Development  Program"  is  suggested  as  a 
model  to  guide  these  efforts. 


Required  Responses  - 

Department  of  the  Environment  -  60  days 
Department  of  Public  Health  -  60  days 
Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Development  -  60  days 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  -  60  days 


Finding  4 

The  complexities  of  the  clean  up,  transfer,  and  reuse  of  the  closed  HPS  offer  a 
wide  range  of  opportunities  to  the  City  of  San  Francisco  and  its  citizens.  The 
residents  of  the  City,  including  the  environmentally  and  economically  impacted 
BVHP,  have  the  right  to  maximum  health  and  environmental  protection  as  a 
result  of  the  return  of  HPS  to  civilian  use.  HPS,  in  a  prime  urban  location  along 
the  San  Francisco  Bay,  must  never  again  experience  the  environmental 
degradation  of  past  uses 


ATTACHMENT  1  —  References  and  Resources 
(listed  by  date) 

HPS  Area  Plan  of  the  General  Plan  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 

Draft,  April  8,  1997 

Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Redevelopment  Plan,  July  14,  1997  (SF 

Redevelopment  Agency) 

Lennar/BVHP  Preliminary  Design  Concept  Plan,  2000 

Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  between  the  Navy  and  City,  dated 

November  3,  2000 

Proposition  P,  passed  by  the  voters  in  November  2000,  and  associated 

Resolution  634-01,  adopted  by  the  City  in  July  2001 

ATSDR  Health  Consultation  Summary,  HPS  Parcel  E  Landfill  Fire,  January 

2001 

BVHP  Community  Revitalization  Concept  Plan,  Highlights,  March  2001 

Final  Community  Notification  Plan,  Bayview  Hunters  Point,  August  17,  2001 

(Department  of  the  Navy) 

SF  Redevelopment  Agency  —  Workshop  informational  materials,  October  23, 

2001 

First  Amendment  to  the  MOA  dated  January  23,  2002 

Web  sites: 

http://www.efdsw.navfac.navy.mil/Environmental/HuntersPoint.htm 

http://www.efdsw.navfac.navy.mil/Environmental/RAB.htm 

http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/overview.nsf 

www.ci.sf.ca.us/sfra/hpshipyard 

www.bvhp-pac.org 

www.atsdr.cdc.gov/HAC/PHA/Treasure/tre 

www.ci.sf.ca.sf/sfenvironment 

www.dph.sf.ca.us 

http://consensus.nih.gov/about/about.htm 
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THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  ADULT 
PROBATION  DEPARTMENT 


REPORT  RELEASED  JUNE  13,  2002 


GLOSSARY 


APD  —  Adult  Probation  Department 

CBO  —  community-based  organization 

CGJ  —  Civil  Grand  Jury 

MIS  —  Management  Information  System 

PO  —  Probation  Officer 


TERMINOLOGY 


Community-based  probation  efforts  —  those  efforts  that  move  the  probation 
activities  into  the  community  and  engage  community  members  in  a  partnership  to 
set  standards  of  behavior  for  neighborhoods. 


Note:  In  the  text,  the  numbers  in  parentheses  ( )  indicate  the  item  number  of  the 
sources  listed  in  Attachment  1  —  Notes 


THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  ADULT  PROBATION  DEPARTMENT 


OVERVIEW 

The  San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury  (CGJ)  found  Adult  Probation  Department 
(APD)  administrators,  Probation  Officers  (POs),  judges,  community-based 
organizations  (CBOs),  and  offenders  in  agreement  that  increased  community- 
based  probation  efforts  are  the  most  advantageous  approach  in  providing 
probation  services.  This  is  validated  by  national  best  practices  which  call  for 
more  community-based  probation  efforts  (1). 

Currently  the  annual  cost  per  adult  probationer  in  San  Francisco  is  about  $890 
(2),  a  mere  3.5%  of  the  cost  to  keep  an  offender  in  prison  for  one  year  — 
$25,607  (3). 

CGJ  believes  San  Francisco  must  recognize  that  the  criminal  justice  dollar  is 
favorably  placed  in  probation  efforts.  By  making  a  commitment  to  invest  in 
probation  services,  San  Francisco  can  increase  rehabilitation  of  offenders, 
thereby  decreasing  recidivism  and  the  high  cost  of  re-incarceration. 

POs,  CBOs,  and  offenders  informed  CGJ  that  judges  and  probation  officers 
assigned  to  offenders  are  often  not  reassigned  to  those  offenders  during  any  re- 
offense.  This  loss  of  continuity  in  the  rehabilitation  process  makes  the  successful 
rehabilitation  of  the  offender  difficult,  which,  in  turn,  makes  reducing  recidivism 
less  likely. 

CGJ  recognizes  that  it  is  sometimes  not  possible  to  assign  the  initial  sentencing 
judge  and  probation  officer  to  an  offender  in  a  re-arrest  or  probation  violation 
case;  however,  neither  the  Court  nor  the  APD  make  reassignment  of  the  same 
judge  and  probation  officer  a  high  priority. 

CGJ  recommends  the  following  actions: 

•  The  City  should  take  a  more  inclusive  view  of  the  APD  as  an  important  asset 
in  the  continuum  of  criminal  justice  services,  and  should  allocate  to  APD 
resources  commensurate  with  a  commitment  to  community-based  probation 
services. 

•  The  City  should  make  a  commitment  to  accelerate  the  efforts  of  APD  toward 
community-based  services. 

•  APD  and  the  Superior  Court  should  ensure  that  POs  and  judges  assigned  to 
offenders  are,  whenever  possible,  also  re-assigned  to  those  offenders  during 
any  re-offense. 


BACKGROUND 

Probation  is  a  court-ordered  process  providing  a  suspended  sentence  that 
includes  treatment  and  rehabilitation  of  offenders.  Probation  requires  these 
services,  while  allowing  the  offender  to  remain  in  the  community  under 
departmental  supervision. 

"Broken  Windows"  probation  is  a  term  introduced  by  Wilson  and  Kelling  in  1982. 
"The  term  explained  how  small  disorders  and  breakdowns  in  civic  norms,  if  left 
unattended,  contribute  in  time  to  larger  social  disorders  and  serious  crime.  It 
called  for  the  police  to  focus  more  of  their  attention  on  addressing  disorderly 
behavior,  especially  in  public  spaces,  and  in  partnership  with  the  community,  on 
attending  to  the  standards  and  quality  of  neighborhood  life."  (1) 

Consistent  with  the  Broken  Windows  model,  law  enforcement  best  practices 
have  developed  a  new  paradigm.  This  approach  views  the  public  as  partners  in 
solving  the  problems  associated  with  crime  and  suggests  that  the  criminal  justice 
system  - 

•  engage  the  community 

•  proactively  address  the  community's  needs  by  utilizing  community 
resources  to  help  prevent  crime 

•  provide  more  opportunities  for  offenders  to  receive  the  type  of  support  that 
will  encourage  them  not  to  commit  crimes  (1). 

This  model  is  credited  with  effectively  combating  crime  because  of  the 
collaboration  of  law  enforcement  and  the  community(l). 

By  1999  almost  60%  of  the  adult  offenders  nationwide  were  on  probation.  While 
this  is  a  very  cost-effective  sentencing  procedure,  it  is  most  result-effective  if  the 
offenders  receive  the  supervision  and  treatment  that  helps  them  avoid 
re-offending.  Probation  departments  are  the  connection  between  law 
enforcement  and  human  services. 

"Vermont  researchers  found  that  the  public  wants  the  following  from  the  justice 
system: 

•  safety  from  violent  predators 

•  accountability  for  the  offense 

•  repair  of  the  damage  done 

•  education  and  treatment  of  the  offender 

•  involvement  in  making  decisions 

Additionally  they  want  the  offender  to  — 

•  Fully  accept  responsibility  for  their  behavior, 

•  Understand  the  harm  their  actions  caused, 

•  Acknowledge  doing  something  wrong 


•  Offer  an  apology 

•  Repair  the  harm 

•  Make  restitution  for  the  harm."  (1) 

A  study  by  Clear  and  Cole  in  1990  (4)  reveals  that  probationers  often  are  not 
monitored  closely  enough  to  hold  them  accountable  for  infractions.  Although 
over  90  percent  of  probationers  nationwide  are  ordered  by  the  courts  to  receive 
substance-abuse  counseling  and  to  comply  with  various  court-ordered 
restrictions,  about  50%  of  them  do  not  comply.  The  limited  capacity  for 
monitoring  by  probation  officers  contributes  to  the  finding  that  less  than  one-fifth 
of  probation  violations  lead  to  increased  jail  time  (5).  The  San  Francisco 
Controller's  office  found  that  APD  has  similar  problems  with  case  monitoring  (2), 

The  new  Management  Information  System  (MIS)  being  developed  by  the  San 
Francisco  APD  will  aid  greatly  in  monitoring  offenders  on  probation.  However, 
additional  changes  —  most  notably  community  engagement  and  community- 
located  POs  —  are  necessary  to  ensure  compliance  with  human-service 
referrals,  as  well  as  to  enhance  public  safety. 

The  San  Francisco  APD  has  been  plagued  by  many  of  the  problems  that  most 
California  counties  face: 

•  limited  resources  —  During  the  past  6  years  APD's  budget  has  remained 
nearly  stationary  (2). 

•  large  caseloads  — The  average  caseload  for  a  PO  is  157  offenders.  (This 
average  is  based  on  all  POs  —  including  those  in  special  units,  such  as 
Intensive  Services,  in  which  the  average  caseload  is  51,  and  the  Driving 
under  the  Influence  Unit  with  499.) 

•  lack  of  experienced  POs  — There  are  very  few  staff  members  with  more  than 
ten  years  of  experience,  while  most  have  fewer  than  five. 

A  prison  term  costs  the  state  $25,607  per  offender  annually.  San  Francisco 
is  spending  $890  per  year  for  each  offender  on  probation.  In  addition  to 
these  direct  cost  savings,  the  additional  benefits  of  probation  for  the  offender  and 
the  community  include  — 

•  increased  ability  of  the  offender  to  support  her/himself  and  family 

•  increased  ability  of  the  offender  to  pay  restitution  to  the  victim  of  the 
offense 

•  an  opportunity  for  the  rehabilitation  of  the  offender  through  the  use  of 
community  resources. 

Although  crime  continues  to  be  one  of  the  leading  concerns  of  the  nation, 
victimization  by  crime  is  the  lowest  since  such  information  was  first  collected  in 
1 973.  Violent  crime  rates  have  fallen  nationally  by  27%  since  1 993  (6).    While 
there  are  several  factors  involved,  some  of  the  drop  in  crime  is  undoubtedly  due 
to  "Broken  Windows"  law  enforcement  and  community  policing  (1).  This  has  led 
to  a  best-practices  movement  toward  community-based  law  enforcement, 


including  probation,  in  such  cities  as  Baltimore,  Boston,  New  York,  San 
Francisco,  and  Seattle. 


INVESTIGATIVE  PROCESS 

CGJ  conducted  interviews  with  individuals  and  staff  from  — 

District  Attorney's  Office 

Office  of  the  Controller 

San  Francisco  Adult  Probation  Department  (including  Probation  Officers 
with  regular  caseloads  and  those  with  domestic  violence  caseloads) 

San  Francisco  Superior  Court 

San  Mateo  County  Probation  Department 
as  well  as  with  — 

Probation  Officers'  Union  leaders 

offenders  and/or  crime  victims. 


FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Finding  1 

In  San  Francisco  the  budgets  for  different  parts  of  the  criminal  justice  system 
(i.e.,  Judicial,  District  Attorney,  Public  Defender,  Police  Department,  Sheriffs 
Department,  Adult  Probation  Department,  and  Juvenile  Probation  Department) 
are  viewed  and  funded  separately,  whereas  national  best  practices  suggest  a 
more  integrated  approach.  Functions,  such  as  probation,  that  can  reduce 
recidivism  if  appropriately  funded  can  also  reduce  costs  for  the  police,  the 
jails,  and  the  court  system. 

Recommendation  1 

In  the  budget  process,  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  consider 
the  total  amount  needed  to  fund  all  parts  of  the  criminal  justice  system; 
increases  for  APD  should  be  offset  by  reductions  elsewhere  in  the  criminal 
justice  budget. 


Required  Responses  - 

Board  of  Supervisors  —  90  days 
Office  of  the  Mayor  —  60  days 


Finding  2 

National  best  practices  suggest  that  community-based  probation  programs 
provide  the  best  chance  for  successful  rehabilitation  of  offenders.  San  Francisco 
has  made  some  moves  toward  this  change;  however,  adult  probation  continues 
to  be  centralized  at  the  Hall  of  Justice,  i.e.,  all  POs  are  located  at  850  Bryant,  and 
nearly  all  probation  visits  take  place  at  850  Bryant. 

Recommendation  2 

The  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  support  APD  in  accelerating  a 
commitment  toward  community-located  probation  activities.  APD  should 
reassign  probation  caseloads  by  socioeconomic  and  geographic  neighborhoods, 
based  on  input  from  the  public,  CBOs  working  with  APD,  and  the  Police 
Department. 


Required  Responses  - 

Adult  Probation  Department  —  60  days 
Board  of  Supervisors  —  90  days 
Office  of  the  Mayor  —  60  days     


Finding  3 

San  Francisco  does  not  have  enough  bilingual,  Spanish-speaking  POs.  There 
are  16  bilingual  Spanish-speaking  POs.  Among  these  16  POs,  only  5  are 
assigned  to  the  Community  Unit  of  APD  (i.e.,  the  unit  that  currently  deals  with 
800  Spanish-speaking  offenders  and  whose  supervisor  is  also  a  bilingual, 
Spanish  speaker).  Of  the  800  Spanish-speaking  offenders,  533  are  monolingual 
Spanish  speakers. 

Recommendation  3 

The  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  make  a  commitment  to  assist 
APD  in  hiring  additional  Spanish-speaking  POs  by  providing  additional  slots  that 
require  Spanish  fluency,  and  by  allowing  retirement/attrition  of  current  probation 
officers  to  bring  department  staffing  to  its  authorized  level. 


Required  Responses  - 

Adult  Probation  Department  —  60  days 
Board  of  Supervisors  —  90  days 
Office  of  the  Mayor  —  60  days 


Finding  4 

Currently,  an  offender  who  is  re-arrested  has  no  assurance  that  he/she  will  be 
assigned  the  same  judge  and  the  same  PO  as  for  the  initial  offense  According  to 
POs,  CBOs,  and  probationers,  assignment  consistency  improves  the  likelihood  of 
successful  rehabilitation  for  offenders. 

Recommendation  4 

APD  and  the  court  should  adopt  measures  to  ensure  that  POs  and  judges  are, 
whenever  possible,  assigned  to  offenders  from  the  time  of  their  initial  arrest 
through  any  re-offenses. 


Required  Responses  - 

Adult  Probation  Department —  60  days 


Summary  of  Required  Responses  — 

Adult  Probation  Department  —  Recommendations  2,  3,  and  4 
Board  of  Supervisors  —  Recommendations  1,  2,  and  3 
Office  of  the  Mayor  —  Recommendations  1,  2,  and  3 
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June  25,  2002 


Dear  Judge  Quidachay: 

Enclosed  are  the  final  two  reports  from  the  2001-2002  San 
Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury  (CGJ): 

-  Professional  Services  Contracts  II  -  Contracts 
Below  $50,000  and  Sole  Source  Contracts. 

Following  our  more  general  April  report,  this  report 
focuses  on  two  areas  where  we  found  widespread 
problems. 

-  Continuity,  which  identifies  the  level  of  progress  that 
has  been  made  on  past  CGJ  recommendations  and 
recommends  follow-up  by  selected  departments  and 
future  CGJ's.    Of  the  12  reports  discussed,  particular 
attention  is  paid  to  the  Jail  Phone  System  (1999- 
2000),  Special  Assistants  (2000-2001),  and  the 
Department  of  Elections  (2000-2001 ). 

Thank  you  for  your  continuing  support  and  that  of  the  Court  staff. 


Sincerely, 


LjMx^^ 


.^. 


William  G.  Bowen, Foreperson 
San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury 


PROFESSIONAL  SERVICES 
CONTRACTING  II 


REPORT  RELEASED  JUNE  27,  2002 


GLOSSARY 

CGJ  —  Civil  Grand  Jury 

HRC  —  Human  Rights  Commission 

OCA  —  Office  of  Contract  Administration 

RFP  —  Request  for  Proposal 


TERMINOLOGY 

Competitive  Solicitation  -  a  seeking  of  offers  from  multiple  potential  suppliers  for 
the  purchase  of  goods  or  services;  can  be  either  in  the  form  of  a 
request  for  bids  (a  specific  price  for  a  specified  product  or  service)  or 
a  Request  for  Proposals  (RFP)  (supplier-identified  products  or 
services  to  meet  a  customer-identified  need,  often  within  an 
identified  budget).  RFPs  are  distinguished  from  requests  for  bids  in 
that  they  allow  greater  flexibility  for  the  supplier  to  specify  the  goods 
or  services  to  be  provided  and  often  place  less  emphasis  on  price 

Purchasing  -  the  division  within  the  Office  of  Contract  Administration  (OCA) 
responsible  for  approximately  1/3  of  all  contracting 
conducted  by  the  City  (individual  departments  handle  the 
remaining  2/3) 

Purchaser's  Regulations  -  instructions  issued  by  OCA's  Purchasing  Division  for 
use  by  City  departments  conducting  purchasing  functions.  Also 
called  "Guide  to  Ordering  Goods  and  Services". 


PROFESSIONAL  SERVICES  CONTRACTING  II 

CONTRACTS  BELOW  $50,000  AND  SOLE  SOURCE  CONTRACTS 


OVERVIEW 

Following  its  Contracting  for  Professional  Services  Report  on  April  2,  2002  — 
dealing  with  the  requirement  for  leadership  by  the  City  Administrator,  the 
absence  of  legislation  covering  grants,  and  the  need  for  a  balanced  approach 
between  quality,  social  impacts,  and  cost  —  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  (CGJ) 
continued  its  investigation  into  City  Contracting.    After  reviewing  more  than  50 
Professional  Services  contracts  CGJ  found  that  — 

•  There  is  widespread  failure  to  adhere  to  requirements  for  competitive 
solicitation  and  for  Human  Rights  Commission  (HRC)  review  of  contracts 
under  $50,000; 

•  A  significant  number  of  Professional  Service  contracts  are  initially 
established  for  less  than  $50,000  and  subsequently  amended  after 
implementation  to  exceed  $50,000  without  further  competitive  solicitation 
or  HRC  review.  These  contracts  are  frequently  for  public  affairs  and 
public  relations  consultants. 

•  Departments  frequently  issue  Professional  Services  contracts  (above  or 
below  $50,000)  on  a  "sole  source"  basis  as  a  matter  of  convenience  rather 
than  as  intended  in  the  Administrative  Code. 

BACKGROUND 

San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  (the  Code),  Chapter  21,  requires  that  all 
contracts  for  commodities  and/or  services  purchased  by  the  City  shall  be 
procured  through  competitive  solicitation,  except  as  otherwise  authorized.  The 
Code  also  requires  that  procurement  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the 
Purchaser's  regulations: 

•  if  the  total  amount  of  the  purchase  is  below  $50,000  or 

•  if  the  circumstances  are  such  that  commodities  or  services  are  available 
only  from  a  sole  source. 

HRC  and  Chapter  12  of  the  Code  require,  at  minimum,  an  informal  competitive 
solicitation  process  for  contracts  between  $10,000  and  $25,000,  as  well  as  a 
formal  competitive  solicitation  process  for  contracts  over  $25,000. 

The  City  Attorney  interprets  the  intent  of  the  Code's  "sole  source"  provision  to 
cover  situations  in  which 

•  services  are  truly  unique  (e.g.,  training  by  a  patent  holder) 

•  there  is  specialized,  proprietary  data 

•  the  purpose  is  to  preserve  professional  accountability  or  warranties 

•  unusual  situations  make  a  seemingly  ordinary  contract  or  contractor  unique 
(usually  when  a  contractor  in  place  is  the  only  economically  practical  service 
provider  for  additional,  related  work) 


INVESTIGATIVE  PROCESS 


CGJ  sought  explanations  for  50  contracts  executed  by  eight  departments  (Office 
of  the  Mayor;  Department  of  Human  Services;  Department  of  Elections; 
Redevelopment  Agency;  the  Port;  the  Transportation  Agency  (Muni);  Treasure 
Island;  Office  of  Emergency  Services)  relative  to  the  requests  for  proposals 
(RFPs),  bidders  lists,  evaluation  panels,  approval  processes,  and  documentation 
of  suppliers'  performance.  Interviews  were  held  with  contracting  parties  when 
documentation  was  unclear.  In  addition,  counsel  was  sought  from  the  City 
Attorney's  office  relative  to  requirements  for  contracts  below  $50,000  and  "sole 
source"  contracts. 

FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Finding  1 

Purchasing  regulations  governing  Professional  Services  contracts  have  not  been 
updated  significantly  since  1989.  As  a  result,  purchasing  regulations  do  not 
reflect  1996  Charter  revisions  which  affect  contracting  or  1999  revisions  to 
Chapter  21  of  the  Code  which  governs  purchasing  of  commodities  and  services. 
Thus,  there  is  no  current  direction  from  Purchasing  to  the  departments  relative  to 
procedures  for  contracts  below  $50,000  or  sole  source  contracts. 

Recommendation  1 

The  Purchasing  division  within  the  Office  of  Contract  Administration  should 
update  Chapter  900  (Personal  Services  and  Lease  Contracts)  of  the  "Guide  to 
Ordering  Goods  and  Services"  manual  to  specifically  address  contracts  under 
$50,000  and  "sole  source"  contracts.  This  update  should  be  consistent  with  HRC 
requirements. 


Required  Response  - 

Office  of  Contract  Administration  —  60  days 


Finding  2 

CGJ  found  that  there  is  a  widespread  practice  of  awarding  Professional  Services 
Contracts  below  $50,000  without  following  a  competitive  solicitation  process. 
Generally,  departments  believe  that  the  absence  of  Purchasing  regulations  for 
contracts  under  $50,000  negates  any  requirement  for  competitive  solicitation  or, 
in  many  cases,  HRC  review. 

Several  contracts  for  Professional  Services  were  also  found  to  have  been 
developed  using  questionable  practices  relating  to  contract  amendments.  In 
those  cases,  the  departments  initially  awarded  contracts  for  less  than  $50,000 


which  excluded  items  integral  to  the  contract,  in  order  to  stay  below  the  $50,000 
threshold.    Once  the  contract  was  signed,  amendments  were  provided  that 
increased  the  contract  beyond  $50,000  —  without  a  new  competitive  solicitation 
process  (and,  at  times,  without  HRC  review).  A  significant  number  of  contracts 
with  one  or  more  of  the  problems  found  above  were  for  public  affairs  and  public 
relations  consultants. 

Recommendation  2 

The  Controller  should  conduct  an  audit  of  all  Professional  Services  contracts 
below  $50,000  to  ensure  compliance  with  HRC  and  Purchasing  requirements. 
Special  attention  should  be  placed  on  public  relations  contracts  and  those 
contracts  which  have  not  included  a  well  defined  scope  of  work  and  where 
amendments  subsequently  include  items  such  as  printing  and  materials. 


Required  Response 

Controller  —  60  days 


Finding  3 

Sole  source  exemptions  are  frequently  declared  by  the  contracting  departments 
on  an  assumption  that  there  will  not  be  other  bidders,  and  often  without 
documentation  of  a  rationale.  Validation  -  that  the  service  provider  is  compliant 
with  HRC  rules,  minimum  compensation,  and  health-care  accountability 
requirements  -  is  generally  taken  as  the  only  requirement  necessary  to  allow 
declaration  of  a  "sole  source"  circumstance.  This  is  a  frequent  practice  in  the 
human  services  area,  as  well  as  in  others. 

Recommendation  3 

The  Controller  should  provide  an  annual  report  to  the  Mayor  and  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  on  the  number,  dollar  value,  and  rationale  of  "sole  source"  contracts 
for  each  department. 

Required  Response 
Controller  —  60  days       

Summary  of  Required  Responses: 

Office  of  Contract  Administration  —  Recommendation  1 
Controller  —  Recommendations  2  and  3 


CONTINUITY 

REPORT  RELEASED  JUNE  27,  2002 


GLOSSARY 


ACCD  Animal  Care  and  Control  Department 

CGJ  —  Civil  Grand  Jury 

DHR  —  Department  of  Human  Resources 

DOE  —  Department  of  Elections 

MOD  —  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability 

MCCP  —  Management  Classification  and  Compensation  Plan 

PCS  —  Public  Communications  Services 

PUC  —  (San  Francisco)  Public  Utilities  Commission 

SD  —  Sheriffs  Department 

SOMARTS     —  South  of  Market  Cultural  Center 
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CONTINUITY 

OVERVIEW 

The  2002  Civil  Grand  Jury  (CGJ)  believed  it  important  to  study  and  to  report  on  the 
responses  to  the  Recommendations  of  the  2000-01  CGJ  and  to  actions  taken  on 
Recommendations  in  the  previous  four  CGJ  Reports. 

This  study  revealed  several  areas  needing  further  attention  and  some  new  findings: 

•  The  jail  phone  system,  which  requires  payment  of  grossly  inflated  charges 
for  prisoners'  usage  of  the  telephone,  has  not  been  updated  as  called  for 
by  the  1999  contract  with  Public  Communications  Services  (PCS).  The 
Sheriffs  Department  (SD)  should  consider  voiding  the  contract  with  PCS 
for  non-performance. 

•  The  increased  use  of  absentee  ballots  requires  additional  controls,  such  as 
the  regular  updating  of  voter  signatures  on  file  and  recording  and  transport 
of  absentee  ballots. 

•  The  hiring  of  Special  Assistants  needs  continued  scrutiny:  the  new 
Management  Classification  Compensation  Plan  (MCCP)  should  be 
monitored,  as  should  be  the  Ethics  Commission  study  of  political  activity  by 
Special  Assistants. 

BACKGROUND 

A  cherished  tenet  of  a  Civil  Grand  Jury  has  been  that  a  jury  may  choose  for  study 
whatever  it  deems  best,  seeking  advice  from  individuals  and  groups,  but,  in  the 
ultimate  choices,  free  of  pressure  from  anyone.  This  freedom  to  choose,  and 
thereby  to  ignore  the  work  of  its  predecessors,  may  result  in  a  failure  to  assure  that  a 
previous  CGJ's  work  is  completed.  For  the  institution  of  CGJ  to  engender  faith 
among  the  recipients  of  its  recommendations  —  and  to  generate  interest  in  and 
respect  for  its  annual  reports  — there  must  be  the  assurance  that  CGJ  recognizes 
the  worth  of  the  efforts  of  previous  juries. 

To  achieve  this  goal,  CGJ  may  include  two  or  three  items  which  assure  the  public  of 
continuing  attention  to  significant  issues,  while  asserting  CGJ's  right  and  duty  to 
enter  new  fields  of  inquiry.  To  subject  a  city  department/agency/office  to  intense 
scrutiny  and  then  to  publish  findings  and  recommendations  intended  to  affect  the 
future  is  a  responsibility  which  should  not  end  with  the  published  report.  The  2002 
CGJ  determined  to  continue  the  unfinished  work  of  its  five  predecessors. 

Last  year's  (2000-01)  CGJ  "created  a  Continuity  Committee  to  follow  through  on  the 
issues  and  recommendations  raised  by  the  1999-2000  CGJ  report."  The  2001  CGJ 
Report  delineated  the  scope  of  this  committee  and,  further,  included  a  statement, 
"ADVICE  TO  FUTURE  GRAND  JURIES"  (See  Attachment  1). 


INVESTIGATIVE  PROCESS 

Continuity  became  a  matter  of  great  interest  to  the  2002  CGJ.  Concerned  with  an 
impression  of  a  lack  of  CGJ  follow-through  on  past  Recommendations  of  CGJs,  the 
2002  CGJ  expanded  its  study  to  include  CGJ  Reports  from  1997  through  2001. 

A  matrix  of  the  responses  to  the  2000-2001  CGJ  Report  was  maintained.  While  most 
respondents  were  prompt  and  positive  in  their  required  responses,  it  was  necessary  to 
request  of  the  Presiding  Judge  a  letter  to  several  agencies/departments/offices 
reminding  them  of  their  legal  responsibility  to  respond. 

From  this  matrix,  from  its  study  of  the  CGJ  Reports  of  1997  through  2000,  and  from  the 
Controller's  annual  reports  on  the  Status  of  Implementation  of  the  Recommendations  of 
the  [previous  year's!  Civil  Grand  Jury.  CGJ  identified  recommendations  which,  in  this 
jury's  opinion,  merited  follow  up.  The  majority  of  these  recommendations  were  ones 
with  which  the  departments/agencies/offices  had  agreed,  but  which  took  time  and/or 
budget  adjustments  to  implement. 

CGJ  checked  on  the  implementations.  In  most  cases  the  departments/agencies/offices 
were  found  to  be  cooperative  in  providing  the  requested  information,  in  some  cases 
proud  to  demonstrate  progress  toward  the  goal,  and  a  few  demonstrated  delay,  even 
intransigence.  In  studying  these  past  CGJ  Reports,  three  items  were  identified  as 
meriting  detailed  follow  ups  and  additional  investigation  by  the  2002  CGJ: 

•  SHERIFF'S  DEPARTMENT  —  JAIL  PHONE  SYSTEM  from  2000 

•  DEPARTMENT  OF  ELECTIONS  from  2001 

•  SPECIAL  ASSISTANTS  from  2001 

Following  are  the  results  of  those  studies  and  the  subsequent  Findings  and 
Recommendations.  THE  NEW  CGJ  2002  RECOMMENDATIONS  APPEAR 
IN  THIS  TYPE  FACE  FOR  EASIER  DISTINCTION  FROM  PAST 
RECOMMENDATIONS 


SHERIFF'S  DEPARTMENT  —  JAIL  PHONE  SYSTEM 

BACKGROUND  AND  INVESTIGATIVE  PROCESS 

From  Finding  F  in  the  1999-2000  CGJ  Report  —  the  2002  CGJ  found  that  an  April  1999 
contract  with  Public  Communication  Services  (PCS)  to  manage  the  telephone  system  in 
the  San  Francisco  jails  would  result  in  substantially  higher  costs  for  the  prisoners  (an 
increase  from  35  to  75  cents  for  a  three-minute  local  call,  for  example.  The  contract 
included  a  35-40%  commission  to  be  paid  to  the  Sheriffs  Department  (SD)  and  applied 
to  the  Prisoners  Welfare  Fund. 

Recommendation  2  of  the  2000  CGJ  was  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  enact  legislation 
to  require  that  telephone  contract  rates  be  negotiated  to  — 


•  provide  the  lowest  possible  costs  to  inmates 

•  pay  for  reasonable  City  costs  of  administering  the  system 

•  and,  specifically,  to  exclude  commissions  for  SD  from  the  vendor  selection 
criteria. 

This  recommendation  was  not  acted  upon,  with  the  results  noted  below. 

2002  CGJ  Finding  1a  —  Jail  Phone  System 

The  1999  contract  called  for  development  of  an  "automated  debit  card"  system  to  be 
used  for  telephone  calls  as  well  as  for  the  purchase  of  commissary  items.  This  was 
to  — 

•  provide  a  lower-cost  option  to  a  "collect  calls  only"  system 

•  continue  the  objective  of  keeping  petty  cash  out  of  the  jails 

•  facilitate  the  monitoring  of  prisoner  calls. 

As  of  April  2002,  the  system  has  not  been  implemented:  prisoners  are  allowed  to  make 
only  collect  calls.  This  results  in  higher  costs  and  an  inability  to  reach  agencies,  such  as 
the  Veterans  Administration  which  does  not  accept  collect  calls.  An  option  of  selling 
manual  debit  cards  to  prisoners  has  been  rejected  by  the  company  managing  the 
commissary.  The  SD  remains  committed  to  the  concept  of  an  automated  debit  card 
system;  a  Request  for  Proposals  has  been  initiated  to  replace  the  present  company 
managing  the  commissary  with  a  company  better  able  to  work  with  PCS  in  developing  a 
workable  system. 

2002  CGJ  Finding  1b  — Jail  Phone  System 

The  1999  contract  was  developed  on  a  "sole  source"  basis  with  the  objective  of 
achieving  a  "leading  edge"  automated  system.  SD  has  the  choice  of  — 

•     voiding  the  contract  for  non-performance  now  or  of  waiting  until  the  contract 
expires  in  April  2004  and  electing  to: 

•  extend  the  PCS  contract  —  presumably  with  a  proven  automated  debit  card 
capability; 

•  search  for  viable  bidders  for  a  workable  automated  debit  card  system;  or 

•  solicit  bids  for  a  system  based  on  manual  debit  cards  which  are  readily 
available  from  many  suppliers. 


Under  the  current  rate  schedule, 

a  three-minute  call  costs: 

Collect                     Debit* 

Local 

$2.98-3.10             $0.81 

Toll 

$3.09-3.26             $2.83 

Long  distance  (w/in  CA) 

$  5.07                        $  3.46 

Long  distance  (not  CA) 

$6.02.                       $5.16 

*This  cost  is  shown  even  though  debit  cards  are  not  now  available  because  of 
automated  system  failure  and  commissary  manager's  decision  not  to  use  manual  cards. 


2002  CGJ  Finding  1c  —  Jail  Phone  System 

Under  the  current  contract,  commissions  to  the  SD  have  increased  from  about  $500,000 
per  year  to  $800,000.  Expenditures  previously  covered  by  the  General  Fund  (e.g., 
rehabilitation  counselors,  reproduction  costs,  and  data  processing  services)  now  are 
paid  from  the  Prisoners  Welfare  Fund.  While  the  California  Penal  Code  (Section  4025) 
requires  that  the  fund  be  used  primarily  for  the  benefit,  education,  and  welfare  of  the 
inmates,  it  does  give  the  sheriff  latitude  to  determine  what  expenditures  are  appropriate. 
In  essence,  the  35-40%  commissions  and  the  absence  of  debit  cards  has  resulted  in  the 
families  of  the  prisoners  funding  items  previously  paid  for  by  taxpayers. 

2002  CGJ  RECOMMENDATION  1  —  JAIL  PHONE  SYSTEM 

The  Sheriffs  Department  should  aggressively  pursue  implementation  of  a  reliable  debit 
card  system.  SD  should  seriously  consider  taking  action  to  void  the  current  contract 
for  non-performance.  Future  contract  selection  should  — 

•  be  based  on  the  lowest  cost  to  the  inmates  while  covering  related  City  expenses 

•  ensure  that  the  commission  rate  paid  to  SD  is  not  the  primary  factor  in  vendor 
selection 

•  be  subject  to  competitive  bidding  in  accordance  with  Chapter  21  of  the  San 
Francisco  Administrative  Code. 

Required  Response  — 

Sheriffs  Department  —  60  days 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ELECTIONS 

BACKGROUND  AND  INVESTIGATIVE  PROCESS 

The  2001  CGJ  performed  oversight  and  review  of  the  November  2000  election  and  of 
the  subsequent  December  supervisor  election  runoff,  issuing  a  number  of 
recommendations  relative  to  update  of  voter  rolls,  elimination  of  runoff  elections, 
training,  election  materials,  and  use  of  the  "election  problem  database"  to  improve 
processes. 

The  2002  CGJ  reviewed  the  results  of  these  recommendations  with  Department  of 
Elections  (DOE)  staff  and  observed  the  March  2002  election  (including  review  of  the 
"election  problem  data  base")  with  the  objectives  of  confirming  the  status  of  prior 
problem  areas  and  determining  the  adequacy  of  controls  in  the  various  election 
processes. 


OBSERVATION  OF  THE  MARCH  2002  ELECTION 

After  studying  the  specific  2001  CGJ  Recommendations  (see  chart,  pages  14-15), 
members  of  the  2002  CGJ,  on  March  5,  2002,  visited  City  Hall,  27  precincts,  four  uplink 
stations,  and  Pier  29.  Four  processes  were  monitored  — 

•  casting  through  counting  of  precinct  votes 

•  management  of  absentee  ballots 

•  management  of  provisional  ballots 

•  management  of  remake  ballots 

The  election  was  observed  with  the  objective  of  evaluating  controls  at  each  step  in 
processing  the  ballots — 

•  activity  at  the  polling  sites 

•  operating  procedures  for  each  step 

•  handling  of  memory  packs 

•  handling  and  control  of  absentee,  provisional,  and  remake  ballots 

CGJ  found  that  controls  were  satisfactory  in  most  areas;  however,  CGJ  identified 
several  areas  of  concern  which  DOE  should  address  — 

•  TRAINING  —  Training  of  election  workers  appears  to  be  a  continuing  problem; 
although  training  sessions  are  now  provided  at  a  variety  of  times  and  places, 
attendance  is  neither  mandatory  nor  tracked.  Many  workers  remain  untrained 
and  incapable  of  handling  the  required  tasks;  there  is  no  adequate  method  of 
ascertaining  who  these  individuals  are.  Revised  operating  procedure 
memoranda  or  manuals  —  covering  process  stages  applicable  to  activities  to  be 
performed  at  the  site  —  should  be  at  each  site. 

•  POLLING  SITE  —  There  continue  to  be  problems  with  time,  equipment,  personnel, 
and  space. 

•  ELECTION  OBSERVERS—  As  recommended  by  the  2000-2001  CGJ,  DOE 
now  has  a  comprehensive  "Observer  Guide."    Knowledgeable  DOE  employees 
were  generally  available  to  guide  observers  at  the  City  Hall  locations.  However, 
CGJ,  election  campaign,  and  other  observers  at  Pier  29  were  denied  access  (by 
the  Sheriffs  Department)  to  the  unloading  and  transfer  areas  until  after  10  PM, 
despite  numerous  complaints  to  on-site  and  City  Hall  officials.  Communication 
between  DOE  and  the  SD  should  be  Improved  to  ensure  that  all  legitimate 
observers  are  allowed  meaningful  access  to  election  functions  without 
compromising  election  integrity  and  efficiency. 

2002  CGJ  Finding  2  —  Department  of  Elections 

The  growing  number  of  absentee  ballots,  combined  with  the  present  system  for  their 
handling,  presents  a  potential  problem  for  the  security  of,  and  the  accuracy  in  counting, 
these  ballots. 


Of  the  71,870  absentee  ballots  requested,  51,580  (72%)  were  voted.  Absentee  ballots 
returned  to  the  polling  sites  were  placed  in  the  Red  Elections  Box  until  closing  time.  They 
were  then  — 

•  placed  in  a  bag; 

•  transported  on  election  evening  to  Pier  29,  along  with  the  bags  of  regular, 
provisional,  and  spoiled  ballots; 

•  sorted; 

•  delivered  to  City  Hall  where,  on  the  following  morning,  they  were  officially 
counted  for  the  first  time. 

Once  at  City  Hall,  absentee  ballots  were  scanned  and  signatures  checked  against 
electronically  filed  copies. 

2002  CGJ  Recommendation  2a  —  Department  of  Elections 

Receipt  of  absentee  ballots  at  the  precincts  should  be  recorded  on  the  Roster  of  Voters  by 
the  name  printed  on  the  envelope.  The  total  number  of  envelopes  of  each  ballot  type 
(absentee/provisional)  should  be  recorded  on  the  Ballot  Card  Statement.  These  numbers 
should  be  verified  at  City  Hall  before  the  ballots  are  processed  —  to  avoid  the  possibility 
of  absentee  ballots  not  being  counted. 


Required  Response  — 
Elections  Commission  —  60  days 

2002  CGJ  Recommendation  2b  —  Department  of  Elections 

Since  all  signatures  on  absentee  ballots  are  reviewed  against  the  electronic  file  copy,  it  is 
important  for  the  file  copy  to  accurately  reflect  the  current  signature.  Absentee  voters 
should  be  required  to  update  their  signatures  every  5  years  to  ensure  that  the  signatures 
can  be  verified  quickly. 

Required  Response  — 

Elections  Commission  —  60  days  


SPECIAL  ASSISTANTS 


Background  and  Investigative  Process 

The  2001  CGJ  reported  that  the  number  of  Special  Assistants  had  grown  from 
approximately  240  to  634  employees  between  1996  and  2001,  with  yearly  salaries 
increasing  from  $15.6  million  to  $48.2  million.  The  CGJ  made  a  number  of 
recommendations  to  clarify  the  rules  surrounding  Special  Assistants  and  to  urge  a  more 
active  role  —  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Department  of  Human  Resources 
(DHR)  —  in  controlling  expenditures  for  Special  Assistants.  Members  of  the  2002  CGJ 
attended  an  Ethics  Commission  hearing  on  the  potential  political  activities  of  Special 
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Assistants,  reviewed  updated  data  with  DHR,  and  inquired  about  Board  of  Supervisors' 
efforts  to  control  expenditures  in  this  area. 

2001  CGJ  Recommendations 

1a  and  b  —  "[T]he  Board  of  Supervisors  place  a  limit  for  total  Special  Assistant  salaries" 

and  require  specific  approval  of  all  positions  with  a  base  salary  above  $100,000. 

2a  — "The  Ethics  Commission  review  the  policies  governing  political  activities  by  City 

employees." 

2b  —  "The  Board  of  Supervisors  commission  an  independent  audit  of  the  Special 

Assistant  hires  !  .  ." 

3a  and  b  —  The  Board  of  Supervisors  prepare  "a  Charter  amendment  to  .  .  . 

specifically  provide  a  cap  to  Special  Assistant  hires"; 

4a-e  — The  DHR  follow  specific  recommendations  as  to  limitations  on  hiring;  oversight 

and  record  keeping  of  evaluations  on  exempt  personnel;  maintaining  personnel  files; 

reviewing  and  updating  guidelines  for  exempt  personnel;  and  tracking  the  movement  of 

exempt  personnel  from  job  to  job. 

CGJ  2002  Finding  3a  —  Special  Assistants 

Data  from  DHR  as  of  June  3,  2002,  (based  on  the  same  files  as  the  2001  CGJ  report) 
indicate  that  the  number  of  Special  Assistants  has  been  reduced  to  265  (an 
approximately  58%  reduction)  —  with  218  remaining  from  April  2001  and  47  hired  as 
new  employees  during  the  intervening  13  months.  The  reduction  was  a  result  of 
transitioning  234  under  the  Management  Classification  and  Compensation  Plan  (MCCP) 
and  the  balance  being  separated.  The  new  MCCP  is  being  extended  to  all  departments 
with  completion  planned  by  May  2003.  The  DHR  estimates  that  over  75%  of  the  265 
remaining  Special  Assistants  will  be  transitioned  to  the  MCCP  or  separated  by  that  time. 

CGJ  2002  Finding  3b  —  Special  Assistants 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  has  taken  an  active  role  in  supporting  the  reduction  in  Special 
Assistants  through  the  power  to  review  specific  positions  (not  individuals)  in  the  budget 
process. 

CGJ  2002  Recommendation  3  —  Special  Assistants 

The  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  encourage  departments  to  cooperate 
fully  and  in  a  timely  manner  with  the  DHR  to  ensure  that  the  MCCP  roll-out  schedule  is 
completed  by  May  2003. 


Required  Responses  — 

Board  of  Supervisors  —  90  days 
Ethics  Commission  —  60  days 
Office  of  the  Mayor  —  60  days 


CGJ  2002  Recommendation  4  —  Special  Assistants 

The  Ethics  Commission  should  continue  to  ensure  that  Special  Assistants  are  not 
improperly  engaged  in  political  activity. 

Required  Responses  — 
Ethics  Commission  —  60  days 

Note:  Future  CGJs  should  review  the  results  of  the  MCCP  and  investigate  any 
allegations  of  improper  political  activity  by  Special  Assistants. 


Summary  of  Required  Responses  — 

Board  of  Supervisors  —  Recommendation  3 

Elections  Commission  —  Recommendations  2a  and  2b 

Ethics  Commission  —  Recommendation  3 

Office  of  the  Mayor  —  Recommendation  3 

Sheriffs  Department  —  Recommendation  1 
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ATTACHMENT  1 

"The  2000-2001  CGJ  created  a  Continuity  Committee  to  follow  through  on  the  issues 
and  recommendations  raised  by  the  1999-2000  CGH  report.  The  scope  of  the 
committee  was: 

•  To  ensure  that  all  departments  were  made  aware  of  their  requirement  to 
respond  to  the  recommendations  made  by  the  previous  year's  CGJ  report, 

•  To  apprise  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  their  responsibility  to  hold  hearings 
concerning  the  previous  year's  CGJ  reports  and  to  elicit  their  cooperation  in 
this  regard. 

•  To  follow  up  and  elicit  responses  from  non-responding  departments,  first  by 
telephone  and  then,  if  necessary,  by  official  letters  of  reminder. 

•  To  evaluate  the  recommendations  of  the  previous  year's  CGJ  reports  and 
determine  if  further  examination  was  warranted  based  upon  the  responses. 

•  To  encourage  future  CGJs  to  maintain  a  historical  file  regarding  these 
responses.    This  process  allows  grand  jurors  to  gain  a  more  thorough 
understanding  of  the  past  relationships  between  earlier  grand  juries  and 
various  agencies."  (2000-2001  Civil  Grand  Jury  Reports:  Grand  Jury 
Continuity  Report  p.  2) 

That  CGJ  further  included  "ADVICE  TO  FUTURE  GRAND  JURIES: 

In  order  to  facilitate  a  Continuity  Committee,  the  2000-2001  CGJ  advises  future  CGJS 

that: 

•  A  CGJ  Continuity  Committee  be  a  regular  standing  committee. 

•  The  CGJ  Secretary  or  other  willing  juror  chair  the  Continuity  Committee  and 
be  responsible  for  monitoring  the  status  of  required  responses. 

•  Reports  should  be  made  regularly  to  the  CGJ  and  Presiding  Judge  on  late 
responses  during  the  CGJ  term.  Agencies  failing  to  respond  should  receive 
telephone  reminders,  followed  by  a  formal  letter  from  the  Presiding  Judge,  if 
necessary. 

•  The  results  of  Continuity  Committee  actions  should  be  included  as  a  part  of 
future  Civil  Grand  Jury  Final  reports. 

•  The  CGJ  review  the  received  responses  and,  if  warranted,  consider  selecting 
one  or  more  reports  for  continued  investigation  (i.e.,  the  2000-2001  CGJ 
selection  of  thel  999-2000  CGJ  SFFVAC  report)." 

From  2000-2001  Civil  Grand  Jury  Reports.  Grand  Jury  Continuity  Report,  p.  2. 


ATTACHMENT  2 

The  Tasks  of  the  Continuity  Committee. 

"Task  1  --  According  to  the  requirements  of  the  City  Charter,  record  the  responses  to 

last  year's  CGJ's  Report,  remind  those  departments/agencies  not  responding  of  their 

responsibility  to  do  so,  and  submit  a  report  on  such. 

Task  2  —  Identify  items  in  the  2000-2001  Report  that  may  need  follow-up,  describe  the 

problem,  and  submit  to  the  CGJ  for  consideration  of  action. 

Task  3  —  Carefully  study  Reports  of  4  years  previous  to  last  year's,  plus  Controller's 

summary  of  Responses  to  each,  plus  original  Responsesjo  each.   Identify  items  for 

possible  study/restudy,  describe  the  problem,  and  submit  these  to  the  CGJ  for 

consideration  of  action. 

Task  4  —  During  the  studies  of  past  Reports  (and  delving  into  further  years  past,  if 

questions  arise),  identify  those  aspects  of  the  Reports  which  have  elicited  strong 

positive/negative  responses  from  those  departments/agencies  studied  and  from  others. 

If  possible,  compile  a  listing  of  those  aspects  of  the  reports  which  made  them  most/least 

effective. 

Task  5 — Maintain  and  supplement  the  CGJ  library,  act  as  resource  to  other  CGJ 

committees  re:  past  issues  studied,  and  prepare  to  bridge  the  gap  between  this  year's 

and  next  year's  CGJ." 

Approved  by  the  2002  Civil  Grand  Jury  on  August  27,  2001 . 


ATTACHMENT  3 


Office  of  the  Mayor 
san  francisco 

Treasure  Island  Project 

410  Avenue  of  the  Palms 

Building  1.  2nd  Floor 

Treasure  Island 

San  Francisco,  CA  94  130 

(415)  274-066O 

FAX  (415)  274-0299 


Willie  Lewis  Brown,  Jr. 


December  5,2001 


Mr.  William  G.  Bowen 

Foreman,  2001-2002  San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury 

400  McAllister  Street,  Room  008 

San  Francisco,  CA    94102 


Dear  Mr.  Bowen: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  letter  dated  November  19,  2001.  Apparently  the  mail 
must  still  be  moving  slowly  through  the  system  since  we  didn't  receive  your  letter  until 
December  4,  2001. 

With  regard  to  the  two  items  set  forth  in  your  letter  I  offer  the  following: 

1.  The  Sheriffs  Department  completed  renovations  to  the  Brig  in  anticipation  of 
opening  the  facility  to  house  low-risk  inmates.  However,  the  Sheriffs  Department 
has  been  unable  to  appropriately  staff  the  facility  to  allow  that  use.  As  a  result,  the 
Department  has  used  the  Brig  principally  as  a  training  facility  for  their  officers 
(although  they  did  house  inmates  during  the  Y2K  New  Year).  The  Department  has  a 
two-year  lease  for  use  of  the  facility  that  will  expire  at  the  end  x>f  the  current  fiscal 
year.  At  that  time,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  will  decide  if  funds  will  be  appropriated 
for  an  extension  of  the  lease. 


2.  Plans  for  the  long-term  development  of  the  marina  continue  to  move  forward.  On 
November  14,  2001,  the  Treasure  Island  Development  Authority  took  action  on  three 
items  related  to  the  marina:  (i)  they  adopted  a  term  sheet  that  will  serve  as  the  basis 
for  preparing  final  documents  for  the  marina  development;  (ii)  they  authorized  an 
extension  to  the  interim  operating  agreement  for  the  existing  marina;  and  (iii)  they 
authorized  an  extension  of  the  exclusive  negotiating  agreement  with  Treasure  island 
Enterprises  (TIE),  the  developer  selected  for  the  marina  project. 

The  process  has  been  delayed  beyond  our  original  expectations  due  to  delays  in  the 
transfer  of  Treasure  Island  from  the  United  States  Navy  to  the  Treasure  Island 
Development  Authority.  The  Navy  is  in  the  process  of  completing  an  Environmental 
Impact  Report  that  will  support  the  transfer  of  the  Base  and   the   Authority  has 


submitted  an  Economic  Development  Conveyance  Application  to  the  Navy  for 
property  transfer  and  is  in  the  process  of  negotiation  the  terms  of  that  transfer.  We 
expect  both  these  actions  will  be  complete  by  the  end  of  2002  and  at  that  time  we  can 
complete  and  execute  the  final  documents  regarding  the  long-term  development  of 
the  Marina. 


Hopefully  the  information  above  provides  the  clarification  you  are  seeking.   If  not  please 
feel  free  to  call  Stephen  Proud,  Deputy  Director  for  the  Authority  at  (415)  274-0342. 


Best  Regards, 


i.nnemari^yonroyT^xecutive'Director 
reasure  Island  Developmem-Authority 


ATTACHMENT  4 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  i  Df  cu*ot  3  Goodteu  pu« 

San  Francisco.  CA  94102-^089 

Tails 


Ordinance 


File  Number:         010491  Date  Passed: 

Ordinance  amending  the  Sai  Francisco  Health  Code  by  amending  sections  41,  41.2,  41.4,  41.5, 
41.15,  41.19,41.20  and  41.22  to:  (1)  expand  the  authority  of  the  Department  of  Animal  Care  and 
Control  to  issue  dog  licenses;  (2)  authorize  the  Director  of  Animal  Care  and  Control  to  enter  into 
agreements  wfth  persons  and  entitles.  Including  but  not  limited  lo,  veterinarians,  retailers  of  pet 
supplies  and  pel  services  and  animal  welfare  organizations,  to  accept  applications  for,  and  issue  dog 
licenses;  and  (3)  make  miscellaneous  technical  corrections  and  delete  references  to  obsolete  code 
sections  and  terms;  and  ameiding  the  San  Francisco  Business  and  Tax  Regulations  Code  by 
amending  section  221.3  to  specify  that  dog  license  fees  collected  by  the  Department  of  Animal  Care 
and  Control  be  delivered  to  1he  San  Francisco  Animal  Control  and  Welfare  Fund. 


December  17,  2001  Board  of  Supervisors  —  PASSED  ON  FIRST  READING 

Ayes:  11  -  Ammiano,  Daly,  Gonzalez,  Hall,  Leno,  Maxwell,  McGoldrick, 
Newsom,  Peskdn,  Sandoval,  Yee 

January  7,  2002  Board  of  Supervisors  —  FINALLY  PASSED 

Ayes:  1 1  -  Ammiano,  Daly,  Gonzalez,  Hall,  Leno,  Maxwell,  McGoldrick, 
Newsom,  Peskin,  Sandoval,  Yee 


File  No  0104°1  1  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Ordinance 

was  FINALLY  PASSED  on  January  7,  2002 
by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco. 


4^vJ^> 


egoire  Hobsor. 
Acting  Qerk  of  the  Board 


'  A 


V^L 


Date  Approved  Mayor  Willie  L.  Brown  Jr.  hr  /I 


File  No.  010491 


City  and  Canttj  of  San  Franclicc 
Tails  Rtporl 


Primea  at  12:31  Tit  on  1/8/02 


ATTACHMENT  5 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Chief  Medical  Examiner 


December  3,  2001 


William  G.  Bowen,  Foreman 
2001-2002  San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury 
400  McAllister  Street.  Room  008 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Mr.  Bowen: 

Per  your  inquiry  of  November  19,  2001  concerning  Recommendation  #4  (Rear  door  security) 
from  the  1999-2000  CGJ  report. 

Sorry  to  have  taken  so  long  to  reply  but  we  have  been  meeting  with  the  original  makers  and 
installers  of  the  doors,  Stanley  Access  Technologies.  We've  had  them  examine  the  doors  on 
three  occasions;  the  last  being  done  on  1 1/30/01. 

We  have  approved  the  final  specifications  for  the  retrofitting  of  the  door  as  far  as  additional 
security  features  and  operation  enhancements.  We  have  been  promised  a  price  quotation  in  the 
near  future. 

Funds  have  already  been  approved  in  the  2001-2002  budget  for  work  on  the  door  and,  we  believe, 
that  these  funds  will  prove  more  than  adequate. 

Once  the  final  bid(s)  has  been  approved  we  have  been  reassured  that  work  on  the  doors  can  be 
finished  in  one  day.  I'll  notify  you  when  the  final  bid  has  been  approved  as  well  as  when  the 
work  has  been  completed. 

If  I  can  be  of  any  further  assistance,  pleasure  don't  hesitate  to  give  me  a  call. 

Yours  sincerely, 


Charles  Newman 

Medical  Examiner  Administrator 


Hall  of  Justice  •  850  Bryant  Street  •  San  Francisco  •  CA  94103-4603  •  Phone  (415)  553-1694  •  Fax  (415)  553-1650 
ACCREDITED  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  MEDICAL  EXAMINERS 


•V 


